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Preface

Smce wly in the 1970’s, victimization surveys
" have been carried out under the National Crime
Survey (NCS) am to provide insight igto the
impact of crime American society. As one of
the most ambiti efforts yet undertaken for fill-
“ ing some of ‘the gaps in crime data, the suqveys.
carried out for the Law hnforcemenl Assistance
Administration (LEAA) by U.S. Bureau of
the Census, .are supplymg
community with new. infgrmatign on crime and its
victims, complementin a resources already on
hand for - purposes of planning, evaluation, and
analysis. Based on representative samplgng of
households and commercial eslabTb”r
program his had two major elements, a continu-
ous national survey and separate surveys in 26
central cities across the Nation.

Based on ‘a scientifically designed sample of
housing . “unitw~within, each jurisdiction, the city

surveys had a lwofol&purpcse the assessment of

public . attitudes. about crime” and remcﬂ’ matters
and the dcveleptm:m of mformalpn ot the-extent
and nature of residents’ experiences witl selected
f9rm§ of criminal victimization. The attitude ques-
tions were asked of the occupants of a random

half of the housing.units selected for the victimi- .

zation, survey. In order ‘to avoid biasing respon-
dc(lls‘ answers to the attitode queslionmelhis part
of the survey was administered before victimi-
zation questions. Whereds the attitude quesuons

were asked of persons age 16 and over, the vic-
timization \survey applied to individuals age 12
and over ause the attitude questions were

designed. to 'elicit personal oplmons and percep-
tions as of the date of the intervigw, it was nat
-mecessary 10 associate ‘2 partitular time ere
with this portion of the survéy, even though some
queries made reference to a period of time
* preceding the suryey. On the other hand, the vic-
timization questiogs \refeired/ 1o a' fixed  time
frame—the 12 months pr ing the month of ip-
terview—and respondents Were “ apked to recall
details concc?mng( their experdences 4s victims of
one 'or more Of the following crimes, whet

mpleted or allcmplcd rape, personal rob

It, persomal larceny, burglary, sehoild Iar-
ccny. and motor vehicle theft. In ad ion, infor-
mation about burglary and robbery of businesses
and certain other organizations was gathered by
means ofl a’ victimization survey of commercial

.

criminal justice-

ments, the ~ these! estimates are subject to ssamplin

-

establishments, conducted separately from the
household survey. A previous‘publicélion. Crimi-
nal Victimization Surveys in Minneapolis (1977),
provided comprehensive toverage of -results:from
both the household and ¢ ercial victimization
surveys. £ . '
- Attitudinal information presenl in this réport
was obtained from interviews with the occupants
of 4,965 housing units (8,794 residents age 16 and
over), or 95.7 percent of the units eligible for in-
terview. Results of these interviews were inflated -
by means of a multistage weighting procedure to
produce estimates applicable to all residents age
16 and over and to demographic and social sub-
.groups of that population. Because they derived
from a survey rather than a complete census,
error.
,They also are subject to response and processing
“errors. The effects of sampling error or variability
-can -be accurately determined in a carefully de-
signed survey. In this report, analytical state-
ments iEvolv_ing comparisons ‘have met the test
that the"differenced cited are equal to or greater -
than approximatg}y &wb standard errors; in other
words, the chances are at least 95 out of 100 that
the differences did not result solely from sampling
variability. Estimates based on zero-or on about
10 or fewer sample c.nsa were gconsidered /UV
rdl.nhlc and were not u in the analysis Af
vey fesults. )
37 data tables in Appendix | of this report
are organized in a séquence that generally corre-
sponds to the analytical discussion. Two technical
appendixes and a glossary follow the data tables:

; Appendlix H consists of a facsimile of the survey

questionnaire (Formt NCS 6), and Appendix II1
supplies information sample desigr and size,
the estimation proceflure, reliability of estimates, -
and slgmﬁcance lesung it also contains standard
rerror tables.
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We provided an evalustion sheet at the end of this .
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" see crime ..
" pion takes spccnﬁc action® agam.
those that the public believes to be the necessary

“on the matter.! In addition t0 measuring

Crime and attltudelw‘é

9. T
‘During the 1960’s, the President’s Commission
on _Law Enforcement and Administration of Jus-
tice observed that **What America does about
crime depends ultimately upon how Americans
. The lines along which the Na--

ones.”’ Recognition of the importance of sogietal
perceptions about crime prompted the Commis-
sion to authorize several public opinion _m

~gree of concern over crime, those and subsequent

surveys.provided information on a variety of re-
lated subjects, such as the manrier in which fear
of crime affects people’s lives, circumstances

" engendering fear for personal safety, members ofy,

' fearful of cni

-

Ay in their ommunitigs »

s/

the populauon relatively more intimidated by or
and the effectiveness of criminal
j\_;tlcc systems. “Baséd on a sufficiently large
sample, moreover, attitude surveys can provide d
means for examining the influence of victimiza-

crime will -be ™

tion experiences upon personal outlooks.
Conducted periodically in the ea, attitude _
surveys distinguish uctuatlon:a;n degree of .

public concern; conducted under
dures in different areas, they pr
comparing_ attitudes in'two or
With the advent of the Nation
(N
large—
‘and other i sues, thereby enabling i
partncnpate ih appraisipg the status of publuc safe-
. ./( '3

Based on data from a 1974 attltudlnal survey,
this report apalyzes the responses of Minneapolis
rcsndgr\ts‘ to questions covering four topical areas:
crime trends, fear of crime, residentidl *problems
lifestyles, and local police performance.
Ceftain questions, relating ta sehold activities,

_ asked of only ene person r household (the
hoIdQ\ﬁ) ")‘ whereas others were °
adminigtered t

ns age 16 and over (*'i
dividual® respondents’ ), including” the- househ

- respondent. ; Results. were obtained for the total

L .
| ( .7

measured populalmn and for several demogr.nphu.
and social subgroups.

{President’s C

mission Law, Enf ()f :
tration of Justide. The lenge of (i a Free Sovely.
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Favernment Pnnlmz()ﬂ"lcc. February

1967, pp. 49-53. N

nt and Adminis-

\

‘wealth of data,

or experiences may have h
" about any given issue. Nevertheless, people's /
opinions, beliefs, and percéptions about crime are *

v(:onceptually, the survey incorpora'ted ques-
tions pertaining to behavior as well as" opinion
* Concerning behavior, .for example, each respon-
dent for a household was asked where its mem-
bers shoppcd for food and other merchandise,
where they lived before moving to the present
neighborhood, ang, how long they had 'Iiyed at
that' address Additional questions asked "‘of the
household respondent were desngned to elicit
oplmons about the neighborhood in general, about
the rationale for selecting that particular commu-
nity and leaving the formef residence, and about

—factors that influenced shopping practices. None

of the questions asked, of the household respon:
dent ralsed the. subject of crilhe. Respondents
were free th answer at will. In contrast, most of
the individual attitude questions, asked of all
household members age 16 and over, dealt specif-
ically with matters relating to crime. These per- -
sons were asfted for viewpoints on’ subjects such
as crime trends in the local communigy-and in the
Nation, chances of being personally attacked or
robbed, neighborhood safety during the day or at
night, the impact of fear of crime on behavior,
and the effectiveness , of the local police. For
many of these questlons, response categories
were predetermined and interviewkrs were in-

structed to probe for anSwefs matching-thdse on .

the questionnaire.
Although the attitude survey has provided a

t:;:?sﬁﬂs are opinions. For ex-
amplc certain residents may have . percéived
crime as a grpwing threat .or neighborhood safety
as deteriorating, when, in fact, crime had decli

and neighborhoods had become safer. m
thermore ;

hood'or with similar per§8f§characteristiCS d/.

important because they may influence behy vnov.
bring about changes in certain routine activRies,
affect household s

] yrity measures, or result in
apressures on local a?thorities to improve police

services. _

- The relationship between victimization experi-
ences and attitudes is a recurring theme in the
analytical section of this report. Information con-
cer}ring such experiences was gatyred with sepa-

rate questionnaires, Forms NCS§ ¥ and 4, used in 7
admimstenng the victimization ponent-of the '
survey. Victimization suryey results appeared m/

Geiminal Victimizatior Surveys in Minneapolis

> !

individuals from the same nejghbor-

conflicting opinions -

\



(1977), which also contains a detailed description - supcategd¥ization_of victims would have weak-
- of the srvey-meastred crimes, a discussion of esed the statisti ~validity of comparisons be-
\.- the limitations of the central city surveys, and  tween the victims and nogvictims,
- facsimiles of Forms NCS 3 aid 4. For the pur- - : mj -
. " pose of. this report, individuals who were victims roLT
" of the Tollowing crimes, whether pleted or
a ‘attempted, during the 12 months phor to the X o
@« * month of the interview were considered **victim- , . *
~ ized”: rape, personal robbery, assault, and per- - N o
\ \aoml larceny. Similarly, members of households .. ’ ‘ '/’ —
! ‘that experienced one or more of:three types of ’ S
offenses—burglary, household larceny, and_motor S f .
iy  vehicle theft—were categorized as victims. These = - \
i criges are defined in the glossary. Persons who - . s
. experienced crimes other than those measured by \ ‘\
the program, or who were victimized by any of the
relevant. offenses outside .of the 12-month refér-
ence period, were classified as ‘‘not vicitimized."
Limitations inherent in the victimization survey— . X
that ‘may.have affected the accuracy of distinguish-

_ing victims " from nonvictims—resulted from the - . o ) el
problem of victim recall (the differing ity of : ) -
respondents to remember crimes) and frdm the , N
Phenomenon of telescoping (the tendency of some e '
respondents to recount incidents ‘eccurring out- . . : -

. side, usually before, the.appropriate time frame). | .o L SR
Moreover, some crimes were sustained by victims - - . . :
outside of their city of residencé; these may have - - ,
had little or no effect in the f ion of attitudes = - .

K about local matters. e . R ,
“Despite the difficultics in distinguishing precise-
ly between victims and nonvictims, it was deemed ] :
@portant to explote the possibility th’at being a . SR
" victim of crime, irrespective of the level of seri- oo . "

. ousnéss or the frequency of occurrence; has an , : .
impact og_behgvior and attitudes. Adopting a . >)\ ,

~;  simple g victimization experience vari- '
able—vittimized and not -victimized—for purposes _ - \&
of tahulation arid analysis also stemmed from the .

* desirabifity of attaining the highest possible de- ’

gree of Statistical retiability, even at the cost of
using’ these b?.a/::zegoms Ideally, the victim

category should have distinguished the type or ,
serfousness of crimes, the recency of the events,
- andfor the number of offenses sustained.2 Such,a B -
procedure; seemingly would have yielded more ) ;
a refined measures of the effects of crime upon atti- \
- -tudes. By reducing number of sample cases on-
which estimates were ‘based, however, such a L
“I8urvey results presenied in this' report contain attitudinal
furnished by the victims of; ““series victimizations™ (see ~
@y). Yo !
P e :

®
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Summary . . A ‘majority of Minneapolis \fesidents believed

- tbelocalpohcewqre&nga \ ;oboflawcn-
: L T forcement, ‘Blacks, however, th; larg-
Although residerits of Minneapolis believed  est sms!e\sroup stating that ‘police performance

" crie was on the increase in the Nation and  Wwas about average. Regardless of the rating, most

" their own chances of falling prey to an attack or  individuals
- robbery had increased, they also maintained that ~ ment could

»

- pervasive sense of neighborhood security. - ) : -

It that the quality of law enforce-
upgraded; many suggested increas-
their way of life had been relatively unaff by ing the size of| the force or deploymg its personnel
crime or the fear of crime. For example, 3of more effectively.
10 individuals acknowledged that they had limited B
or changed their daily activities as a consequence. 4
ofcrime.Whetiplamingpersonalactivitie_s, such
. as 'dining out or going to the theater or cinema, {
crime was rarely regarded as the most important o , . . ,
consideration. Similarly, crime was_not the primie - o \ N

~

. concern with regard to important household activ- -

.ities, such as moving from ,an old nelghborho%i " : : .
selectmg a new one, or shopping. . -

. The fact that crime was not a particularly rele- . v
vant issue to. most Minneapolis residents might & _ ~ .
have been the result of a relatively strong and. * ) - A

Whereas few respondents' weré sanguine enough

. to believe the crime rate had declined, most felt o

that neighborhood-crime had: remained unchanged ~ . -~ . - e
over the past few years, and it was also evident P o, . .

that one’s vicinity was usually regarded as less _ :
dangerous than other places in the metropolitan > ’ &

r&l Furthermore, ‘hen asked “about. their per- . . N
safety ‘'whep out alone in neighborhood, ) . ' ind

a majority of residents said felt very safe N
an;medayummdatlustmoonablysalcat ¢

age, sex, or victimization experience| believed n ' o -
crime to be on the upswing in the Uni States, o A
felt at least reasonably, secure in the i .

daytimc. and had not altered thcy pe
ities as a result of fear of crime. Howgver, there
" were quest|ons on which the
sharply divided: Concernmg relative S .
" security, most white nts felt their neighbor- _ L .
hoods were less or mucl less dangerous than oth- a D :
ets, but most blacks said their communitics were ' - : /
about average. By the same token, persons of . . - N
opposite sex had widely different views about ' ‘ ) A T\
neighbivhood safefy at night: nearly all men but ‘ - .

only about half the women considered themselves ‘ / g

at least reasonably safe. ’ \ . .- J
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Crimejtrends « . “ s
5_ '- . vl - .a.
This section of the report deals wth

{ tions of Minneapolis _ resldents with respect to’

-
[

community crime frends ahd personal saféty, is-
syes relatirig:to crime in the Nation, and the accu-
racy with which, newspapers and television were
thought to be repqrting the crime problem_ The
findings were drawn from Data Tables | through °

6, found in Appendix 'I.. The releva uestions,
appearing in the facsimile of the rve‘y )mstru-
ment (Appendix I]) are-9a, 9c, IOa , 15a, and

 15b; mﬂ qugstlon was asked,. of persons age 16

- and over. . .

.
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U.S. crlmetrends . G-

Most resldcnts of Mlﬂneapohs were of the opm- :
jon that | crime in the United States “was on ‘the -~

L.upswing. Seventy-three percent said crime had
ingreased in the past year or.two. 19 percent.be-
. lieved it was? unchanged, and only 4 percent felt
crime was declining. The remamder either did not"
know or did not respond. There ‘was general
agreement regarding the rise |n .crime across sex,

. race, age, Ol' victim expeﬂence categones, even

-

'.‘_

-

-

vho believedg
“dn the increase made up only 28 per

- though some groups were somewhat more pessim-
isti¢ 1in their assessment than were others. To il- -
Iustrate, “blacks were- likelier than whites té be-
lieve there was an wpward trend, but only meder-
ately so (78 vs. 72 percent). Similarly, a slightly*-

~higher proportion of females or persqns age 35

and-over than of males or those uﬁde ag\: 35 con-
s cnme a growmg national protllem.

Neighborhood crlme trénds -

A‘r(otfcea'bly different resyit was obtained when
residents were -asked abodt crime in their own

nel'ghborhoods Persons

population, whereas those who
mained unchangeq accounted for

As before,/ only a small minority S percent)

thought crime was declining; 7 percent considered
themselves newcomers to the nelghborhood and
did not offer an opinion’, and 9 perc said they
did not know. «J

Persons who had beén victimized by one of the
measured crimes ,were more likely  than nonvic-

Y

o\

percep- -

”

tims - to percelve an |ncrease in nelghborhood

crime (34 vs. 24 percent) and less agt to regard
the situation as _unchanged. Age was ‘also retged
to perceptions of neighborhood crime. with per-

' somns age 16-34 less inclined than thase age 35 and

-'of neighborhood. crime.

over- to believe crime was: growmé In addition,
the data showed-that many’ younger mdmduals
parucularly young adults. age 20-24_swere ne(‘a’-m
vals in the community and, as " consequence,
Id not feel qualified to | mmenf on the dlrectnon

Relative ﬁeughborh .safety, thal is,. hoyv wejl
thé local - vicinity m&’éu'ed up to.other parts ofs

" the Minneapolis metropdlitan area, was also -z

+ more
“sided distributiont of respon’ses perhaps

>

3

_gauged by the survey The vast majority of resj-
dents (89 perant) believed their neighborhoods to -

be at.least on a par With othe¥ _vicinities, and
many (53 percent) regdrﬂed them ds lesg.or

less da
‘consid "ihexr nelghborhoods more or much

ingerous t an others in the area.

anncrpat because it wo
expect residents to look N fa
neighborhodds even if th y
saf 14

em

~about relatlve“nerghborh(xxi safety.-Whereas over

half e whites said their nelghborhbods

less or uch less dangerous than othersg,yvée
cent o
own Zommunities. Blacks, on' tHe. other h’and
.were more likely than whites 10, rate their neigh-

borhoods as average, yet they were no more apt/

to say their nelghborhOOdewere >more or much-—
more dangerous. -Hence ‘zhﬂerences of opinion-
were mamfested along the range of responses
‘from “‘average' to ‘‘much less dangerous."* (For

the population #s a whole, ‘1 in 10 persons felt u\\IJ

endangered thal tlry rated their vicinities as more
perilous’ than olhers in lheplly i

With regard to experience  with ¢rime, it® was .
fOMat peisons .who had ,been victimized in .
.the past 12 months were somewhat less rﬁ

than
those who had not to rate their nelghborhood as
less or much less dangerous (48 vs:. 57 percent)

Unlike the response differences by .rdce, however, >,

V|ct|ms were somewhat more apt than nonw&lms
to charactenze their areas as more or much mgre '
dangerous (13 vs. 8 percent). Opinions were rela-
ther homogeneous across sex or age cateéones

he blacks shared thlwlew ab&ut their -

m
ous. On the other’ hancl, only 1 1}2&‘3

IOP'.) ‘
1}. b
ble to -
vorfon \their dwn °
were atlveyy un- .
- @
: Whltes and blacks had decidedly & fferent vnews

.
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qmoough lherc were cenun «nﬁsucally su(mﬁcanl
response differences. .ﬂ. . .o .

-

‘V{ho are the o'!ondon? ey

' Tumm. to ‘the )chnmy o(\o«endcn interview-
» ars asked residents if they thought mosi neighboc,
'hood crimes were committéd by persons\living-

Two o(

»withini or ,oltside the ¢ imyhedipte vtc:mh\
every $ individuals ~ believed outnden were to

blame. 27 pescent feht ing

uble andlpememheldboth(ypesofpcf-
sons lable.- Of the remainder; u.peﬂ:emdadno(
know who the malefactors wete -and 3 y&cent
said there was no neighborhood crime.

Lacking direct evidence on the matter, respon-
dents no doubt had a natural reluctance to blame
ngarby residents for - neighborhood crime, yet
some groups were less hesitant to do so than oth-
ers. Persons who were actually victimized (mapy

of whom were attacked in the neighborhood and

saw their mulan(s) blamed individuals living in
the area and outsiders with roughly equal frequen-
cy. Nonvictims, on the other hand, were nearly
twioe as Inkely to blame outsiders as peopie in the
community .

Age also was related 10 perceptions of the ori-
gin of offenders. Beyond age 24. there was a de-
creasé in the proportion of individuals who be-
lieved local residents were responsible for crime.
At the extremes, 40 percent of persons age 20-24
but only 13 percent of those 65 and over held
neighboring residents to blame. Furthermore, per-

sons age 3S and over appeared more inclined than:

their younger counterparts to feel there was no

local crime or not to know who was responsibie.

Mibes or blacks were slightly more apt than‘fe-

munles or whites. respectively . o wdentify the per-
rators as persons from the community

Chances of personal victimization

Nawi(hstnnd';n‘; the fecling of relative neigh-
borhood secunty mamifested by most Minneapolis
residents. there was a popular belief that personal
wfety had diminished. Asked about their likeli-
hood of sestaning a personal attack or robbery.
S1 percent said it had increased. 6 percent be-
heved 1t had decreased, and 41 percent felt it had
remained the same.

Relatively more women than men believed the

]
14

.were
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A T . .
risk of attack had increased, whereas the rev
was true for those who saw their chances as
mmunboulthemordechning (hherm
sured subgioups gave roughly comparable tespon\
ses, although there were some significant interca- |
 differences. Thus, whites were more lkely
ks, victims -more apt than nonvictims,
and persons age 35-64 more inclined than younger
bmstoseeammuthmlo(nmck
Interestingly enough, two groups with higher than
average victimization rates for violent crimes in.
1973, males

persons age 1634, as
tikely to med as their, leu'-v@mpn-

terparts.}
Crime and the media
Media portrayal of crime was the subject of
another survey question. Residents were asked to
compare their perceptions of the crime problem
with television and newspaper coverage and {p
decide whether crime was less serious than, about
a8 serious as, of more serious than reported. The
greatest number of residents (49 percent) said
medh coverage reflected a level of seriousness
ximated their own evalustion, where-
as 3S percent felt the reporting d adequately
portray the gravity of the si(u%‘?iven the
generally modest level of concern W h crime ex-
hibited in preyious responses, it followed that re-
latively few individuals (11 percent) charged the
media * with sensationalism or overcoverage.
Population subgroups were in gencral agreement
about media coverage, although males or persons
age 16-34 were more apt than females or indivi-
duals 35 and ovcr,?respeclively. to indicate that
the crime problem was less serjous than audiences

were led to bclieve,‘

~—

Wwted Sistes  Natonad Cnmunal Justice  Informatunm and
Sististigr Service (nawnal Vichmuzatuon Surveys in 13 Amen-
can (Ties. Wadwngton. DO US  Government Pnintng
OMce. June 197 p 1Y
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-Fear of crimte.

Among other things, results covered thus far
‘have shown 1ha# many residents of Minneapolis
Jbelievéd crime had increased ‘over the years lead-
ing up to the survey. and. in addition. elt their
own. chances of being Attacked or robbed had ris-
en, Whether or not they feared for their personal
" safety is a matter Ireated in this section of the
report. Also examjned is the impact of the fear of
crime on activity patferns and on cénsiderations
- regarding changes of residence. Survey questions
tla, 1th, 1lc, 13a, 13, l6a, 16b, and 16c—ali
asked of persons age 16 und over—and Data Ta-
bles 7 through 18 are referenced hege.

A
Crime as a dot\c(nnt to mobiiity

To examine the effect of crime on movement
within the city. individuals were asked if there

were parts of the Minneapolis metropolitan area

where they had reason to go or wanted 1o go but
were afraid 1o enter because of crime. Eighty-five
percent of the population said they were unalraid
duning the daytime. and the rest werce cither fear-
ful or 1heir answers went unrecorded 4

There were only modest response differences to
this question, and for none of the groups exam-
ined was the proportion answering in the negative
li.c.. those who said they were unafraid) less than
83 percent of the total The data show. however,
that males or nonviciims were “shighily less fearful
than females or victims. respectively: for whites
and blacks, there was no significant diﬂerqnse of
opmion.

When the residents were asked 1o consider the
evening hours, fear of crime was more frequcnlfy
cited as inhibiting movement within the rea,
though a majority coffinded 1o maintain that they
were unafraid  Sixty-four percent of the popula-
tion, compared with RS percent for the question
about davtime. stated they were not frightened. In
generd. vanations among the measured gTOUpS
followed a pattern et n the preceding question,
but were more pronounced For example. 73 per-
cent of blacks and &4 percent of whites sand they

———— .
W Ikt he med that the wmirce questeons for data oo
cted m s st HOaestons T and Db referred 1 Mo s
™ the mettomdian wca where the respondent necved or e
wred 1o enter T ot reasonabie e sasme thar resk
Mames thome aumt heghiy (cwed were exchated (rom Nnand
cratnn by muny cespeombents Hlud the prstnns goplicd un

Sebinidly b ol L tors of the e the pattern of respon o
s e o maoih! Ave heen htferent
~N

8

.

were unafraid of moving about at night, and the
percentage of ‘‘no fear'' responses was 68 for
males and: 61 for females. Furthermore. the rela-
tive number of these responses generally tehded
lo increase with age. although the pattern was nei-
ther consistent nor statistically significant with
respect (o specific age groups. Al 1hé exiremes. $7
percent of persons age 16-19 and 70 percent of the®
senior citizens said they were unafraid. This os-
tensible increase in confidence with age was con-
trary to what might be expecied. as older persons )
are generally believed 10 be more fearfulr&
younger persops. It is possible that this, finding
was an artifacl of question design rather than a
true indicalor of disparale Mtitudes. As explained,
respondenis were asked to consider only those
parts of the metropolitan area where they would
have reason or would want to go. and it is 'fikely
that the areas under consideration varied with
age. Perhaps for reasons unrelated 1o crime, older
persons. particularly seniog cilizens. may have
circumscribed she areas they considergd in an-
swering the question, whereas younger persons
may have been much less restrictive.

Neighborhood safety

Survey results previously discussed showed
that most ipdividuals viewed their own ncighbor.
hoods as mose secure than the Nation as a whole
or other parts of the Minneapolis metropolitan
area. This feeling of safety in.vne’s neighborhood
was also evident in the response 1Q a question
concerning fear of attack. When asked. **How
safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone

“in your neighborhood during the day?"". 70 per-

cent responded very safe. 26 percent reasonably
safe, and only 4 pertent cither Somewhat or very
unsafe. In other words. ncarl;' all residents of
Minneapolis felt at least reasonably secure during
the day when out alone in their neighborhoods

A general feeling of security existed for all
identifiable «ubgmups.‘allh«mgh there were signifi-
cant vanations in the degree of safety perceived.,
For instance. even though broad consensus exist-

-ed among men and women with regard to Jhe

overall safety of neighborhoods. men were more
likely than women (D vs 62 percent) to feel very
safe and less apt to feel reasonably safe (IR vs.
32). These differences between the sexes were
manifested at cach age level

A similar pattern existed along ractal lines. witlf
whiles more so than bMacks drsplaving confidence

1,
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m of neighborhood safety, despite -the
fact the diflerences between vittims and

Nhlydo.ndthemmexmwdm
confideace in their safety dropped off sharply. In
semmary, 26 percent felt vry safe and 39 peroept

Mde(lwwwmuu

lower than fer the daytime query); 20 per-
cont muedeSpemcmvery

dﬂ«encu apparent for the daytune

question were strengthened for that about night-

time. Males were roughly three times as likely as
females to feel very safe and also were more apt
to feol reasonably secure. Overall, some 86 per-
cent of men compared with 47 percent of women
regarded their neighborhoods as no less than rea-
sonably secure at night. By contrast, women were
shout 4 times as likely as men to feel at least
somewhat umsafc (53 vi. {4 percent). These dif-
ferences existed st each age level. To illustrate,

93 percent of al‘males 20-24 said they were very

or feasonably safc at night and 7 percent said they
were somewhat or very unsafe, contrasted with
52 aad 48 percent, respectively, for females of the
sasme age; for persons age 65 and over the compa-
rable proportions were 66 and 331 percent for
du.dl’nd'ﬂ)pacemlodcmks T
When out aloly in their neighborhoods at night,
a higher proportion of biacks than of whites be-
lisved themesives (10 be unsafe. Age was also re-
Inted %0 perceptions of nighttime safety. The pro-

’cr!muacaimmmmy

- . \

,‘WJ’MMMWu”&

ot least reasomably ingreased between ages
20-24 and 25-34, thea thereafter. Thus,
76 percent of those age 25-34 believed themselves
lobevuy?mudc.bucdyﬁm
of residents age 65 and over. agreed. As before,
the relationship between yictim experience and
mmﬂalbommhooddetymm
quential.

It is not uareasonsbie to assume that a per-
ceivedpuﬂhommn@tmmmw
duals to consider moving out of the neighbor-
hood. To determine the extent to which this view-
point was shared by the residents of Minneapolis,
those whe#éxpressed some feelings of insecurity
in the neighborhood, atherhthednyqungbt
(or both), were asked if they had considered mov-
ing, Fifteen percent said the situation was peri-
lous enough to make them think seriously about
relocating. wtﬂpementundltmno( Henge,

" the bulk of those respondents who to a greater or
lesser feit uneafe had not considered legv-
m.the . The trauma of victimization

- appeared to have oomeeﬂect on responses; vic-

tims were twice as likely as nonrvictims (22 vs. 11
percent) to have considered 8 move. In addition,
blacks or persons under age S0 were more in-
clined than whites or older persons. respecfively,
to contemplate leaving the area.s

-Crime as a cause

A series of questions ip the survey associsted
fear of crime with general activity modification.
Residents were asked if over the past few years,
as a canseqlence of crime, they had altered their
way of life, or if they thought people in general or
their neighbors had done so. Specific activities
were not mentioned since the objective of the
question was a broad assessment of change.

With respect to other persons, residents heid

“ SAs shown in Data Table [S. nmles appeared 1o be slightly
more hikely than females 10 say they had thought about mov-
ing. The obaervation is somewhat misieading. however. be-
mlhmmkmm-kdm‘ydmmw
they fell unaafc during dayfime dnd/or nighttime. Totahng ¥
percent of the relevant population. individuals who were asked
the question included |4 percent of all males. contrasted with
53 percent of alt fethales. Thua, S percent of the total populs-
tiom age 16 and over —inchuding 3 percent of mules and 8 per-
cent of females—aaed they had serocusly considered moving.

[}
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tered their way of life as a consequence of crime,
a characteristic that 10 a grester or lesser degree
mhintained at each age-level. Similarly, blacks as
& group registered a higher proportion. of affirma-
tive responses than whites (38 vs. 28 percent),

’ alithough statistically significant differences existed

only for the 16-19 anll 3549 age groups. With re-
mu-,m&m(ﬂe““m’m
more likely than any other group 0 have

their personal activities, some two-fifths affirming
a change. '

“Garofalo. Jemes. National Criminal Justice Information and

of ictims and .Nowviciss in Selectod Citics. Waahingon.
D.C.: US. Government Printing Ofiice. 1977, b




AVAR . L s, 5 e o
: Asked if they were dissatisfied in any way with
“if wosldenﬁal problems ¢ eighborbood, . nethivd of ony vy M
and '"estyles \ . \ respondents said *'yes'. and twd-thirds **no,"* vic-
v timized individuals showing,a greater inclination
. K . than those not victimized to express ‘discontent
A’Thc |nm attitude syfvey quéstions were de- (40 vs. 30 percent)wOf those/who identified prob-
snp!ed gather information about certain speuﬁc lems, about oneyfifth (or 7 ptrcent of all house-'
- Behavi al practices of Minneapolis h"""& €rS  hold respondents) pointed to crime as the-most
and to explore perceptions about 8¢ @  serious coneern. and an additional - 26 bercent
community P'Obk"“_‘ one of whicli was crime. As mengjoned related matters. ‘such-as t vinfluxgl
indicated in the section entitled **Crime and\ Atti- a bad clement™ or *'problems wigh neighbors.”
tudes,’* certain questions were asked of onfy one Heading tha. list of nclgh’h?l’bOOd problems were
member of cach household, known as the house- o iroo e o) Cmmwwhicwnm for 29
hold respondent. Information gathered from such percent of the respanses given. Persons victim-
persons & treated in this sccﬁion of the report and ized or members of families earniné less than
found in Data Tables 19 through 26: the pertinent ¢ 000 were more likely than nonvictims or
data were based on survey questions 2a through  eaphier individuals. respectively. to consider
. In addition. the responses to questions 8a crime the most serious neighborhood problem.
through 8f, relating to certain aspects of personal -
lifestyle, also are examined in this section; the

relevant questons were asked of all household ,FOO(’ and merchandise (

’

members age 16 dnd over, including the house- / shopping practices
hold respondent. /and the results are displaye
Data Tables 27 throligh 30. As can be seen from
_ the questionndire, and unlike the procedure used
in developing the information discussed in the two
preceding sections of this report. the questions
that served as a basis for the topics covered here -
did mot reveal to respondents that the devcelop-
ment of data on gn'mc was' the main purpose of
/lhe urvey. Y,

-
In an effort to determine if fear of crime affect-

ed decisions about shopping, household respon-
dents werg asked where they did their major food
shoppir?iaod what ir reason was for shopping
there. In answer to the first question, 74 percent
replied that neighborhood stores were customarily

patronized, whereas 25 percent said they went ..

outside the vicinity. Blacks grocery shopped out-"#**
side they neighborhood relatively more than
- \e‘ "whites. Respondents mainly pointed to the ab-
. Neighborhood problems \ sence or inadequacy of ncighborhoodh stores. or 1o
and selecting a home ) high Prices‘ as reasons for sthpmg' in other
places. but rarely said crime was the major cause.

For most persons. moving away from a neigh- ~ Similarly. crim®- was only inffequently men-
borhood and into a new community is an impor-  tioned when the quéstioning turhed to shopping
tant event. To determine to what extent crime  for other goods. such.as clothing-and general
was the central motivation for relocating. respon-  merchandise. Among household respondénts who

dents for houscholds that had moved relatively preferred stores in the neighborhood or \suburbs
recently (5 years or less) were asked what they (5S4 percent). as opposed (0 those in the downtown
considered to be the most important reason for  area (43). crime considerations were inconsgquen-
selecting the present neighborhood and lcaving  tial. Shopping practices were mainly influenced by
the obd one. Results showed that cime was not 2 convenience, hetter parking facilities, 3d€(
common responsc: in fact. only 3 percent of those transportation. or superior selection '
queried said it had been the major reason for  articles
leaving the old ncighborhood and a nominalgpro-

portion also said a low cnme rate had been the Entertainment practices

>

~crucial factor behind the chaice of the current
*location. The most frequ®afly cited reasons were Al individuals age 16 and me)were gren a st
characteristics and location of the old home. de- of questions péTtamning to personal entertainment.
sire for a better house. and the location of the Asked to consider the regularity with which they
new dwelling. went out in the evening relative to a year or two
g 1
] \/
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’Roughly percent did not know how to rate the
ities. - Although the query did not
touch "y specific aspects of the job, it may be

l..ocal pc;IIco poﬂormm

Fol!ownu the series of questions concemmg
neighborhood safety and crime as a deterrent to
mobility, mdtwduals age 16 and‘over

dvere asked to assess the ovérall
the local police and to su tways.lfany. in
which pelice effectiveness might ‘be mproved

Duta Tables 31 through 37.,denved from survey ; '

questions I4a and 14b, contain the results ‘on
which this discussion is based.

rd * |
Are they doihg-a.good, )
average, or poor job? .
In response 1o an initial quesy on overall
cffectiveness, some 53 percent the residents

felt the police were doina(a good: job, 37 percent
an average job, and only 6 percent aYpoor job.

reasoned that the favorable rating—nine-tenths
reporting cither good or average—could be attrib-
uted at least in part to the prewalence of generally
positive assessments of neighborhood safety, as
discussed previously in this report.
Not all the city's residents were equally satis-
fied with the performance of the police. Persons
differing race gave the most striking contrasts
of_ opfnion. Only 30*percent of blacks, compared
with '5S percent of whites, judged the police as
good, whereas 43 percent of blacks and 36 per-
cent of whites said they did an average job. Thus,
blacks fwere about 4 timgs more likely than whlleq
to have rated police performance below par.
Sharp differences of opinion generally prevailed
r ss of age level. For example, 42 percent
es_age 16-24, but only 18 pcrcem of blacks
in the same age bracket. said the police did a
good job. On the other hand. 7 percent of whites
and 34 percent of blacks in.those age groups said
thejr performance was substandard.
Persons who had been victimized over the~4:

year reference period were less likely than were
those who had not to rate the police as good (48
vs. §7 percent) and more likely to consider them
average or poor. By the same token, younger per-

sons were more apt than older ones to offer criti-
cal appraisals of the police. Two-fifths of the
youngest respondents characterized the police as
good’ byt two-thirds of those age 65 and over

p,fonnancey

* services. Of those who

. S

feit the same way. The pattern of a more posmve

usessmepl as sage increased appeared to hold
when sex and race were conttolled even though

. the differences were not alwaysalatlsuchlty signif-
. icant. Finally, ge

tor in geva Jrevno_ys/qucsnons, did not -

which had been an impor-

tant
- appear to be related to meaningful oplmon differ-
Aencesaboul.thcpollce—. . - .
‘. . ', . . &

-
-

How can tho pollco lmprovo? T

S

Although fqvorably disposed’ toward lhclr local ~ -

pohce. most Mmmpolns residents . nonetheless
red . sthofis on -wiys 1o improve police

police only 16 percent-lel

man average propomon of senior cmuns (26 per-

cem) ,

T sourves: (1) ¢

A variety of specific suggesuons /%as made>

concerning the most important way to upgmd&
police performance. Two of these, the belief that
more police were necded on “the force (26 percem)
and that additional police should be on dutyg
certain arcas of the h{y or at certain times of

day (22 percent) accotinted for rqughly half the -

total. Also retafively common were views that
the police could be more effective if they were
more prompt, responsive, and alert, or if police-
community relations were better. Relatively few
individuals offered the view that there was a need
for better training. a focus on more important du-
tigs, inc&sed traffic control, or an end to dis-
chimination.? Of all reccommendations, some two-
fifths pertained to more effective or efficient oper-

. ational pracu(es one-third to quantitativg or qual-

itative personnclfmallers. and roughly one-fifth to
community relations. Eight percent of the respon-

" ses could not be assigned to any of the categories

designated on the questionnaire.

Just as the two races differed in their opinions
on the general effectiveness of the police. they
also emphasized different areas for improvement.

TFor most of the remainder of this discussion. the eight de-
tailed response items dovered in Question 13h were combined
inlo three calegornies. .ax follows: Community relations: (1) **Be
more Courtevus. impmvc aftitude, community relatigas’™ and
(2) "Don’t discrimwnate Q-rnhuml practioes: (l) oncen-
trate on more important duties. serious crime. ctc.’"; (2) ~"Be€
more prompt. respoasive. alert”’; (3) °
irol”"; and {4) ~"Need more pnhce\‘ of mmnlu type (foot,
car) in cﬁ-n areas or at certain times.”” And. personnel re-
‘Hire more policemen’™ and (2) “improve "Q“.
ing. raise qualifications or pay. recruitment p’nﬁciﬂ o

13
19 :

n opinion. about the -
re was no need for -
. improvement; included in this group was a hngher S

‘Need murte lraﬂ"lc con- .
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- 'sponse
. each table duphys the percent distribdtion of ¢

\ Ano-u-l N
y s_ugvoy data tables

\(\

The 37 suumcd data | in this appendix
ptesent the s of the Minneapolis attitudinal
[ wrvcy early m 1974. 1‘hey onan-
- 1zed lbplcally. mnll paralleling the\ report’s
analyncal\g_ucuulon For each subject, the data
tables consist of crou-dbnlauons of personal (or
- household) - chuactenmcs and the relevant re-
. For a given population ll'oup.

snswers (0 a question.

Aﬂswmncaldaupnentedbytﬁcsurveym -

estimates that vary in their degree reliability:
. and are subject to_variances, associated
with the fact that they were a sam-
ple survey rathér than a com ration.
Constraints on interpretation and uses of

the data, as well as guidelines for determining
their reliability, are set forth in Appendix 11l. As
a general rule, hgivever, estimates based on zero

.. or on about 10 oc fewer sampie cases have been

considered unreliable. - Such estimates, qualified
by footnotes to the data tables, were not used for

- analpticil purposes in this report.

Each data table pareithetically displays the nu‘

of the group for whlcj a distribution of responses
was gaiculated. As yith the percentages, these
. base figures are estimates. On tables showing the
_answers of individual respondents (Tables 1-18

and 27-37), the figures reflect an adjustment based
on an independent post-Census estimate of the
city’s resident population. For data from house-
hoid respondents (Tables 19-26), the bases were
generated solely by the survey itself.

A note beneath pcll data table identifies the
question that served as source of the data. As an
expedient in preparing .tables, certain response
categories were reworded and/or abbreviated. The
questionnaire facsimile (Appendix II) should be
consulted for the exact wording of poth the ques-
tions and the response categories. For question-
naire items that carried the instruction '‘Mark all
that apply.”” thereby enabling a respondent to
furnish more than a single answer, the data‘tables
reflect only the answer designated by the respon-
dent as being the most important one rather than
all answers given.

—

- The first six data tables were in preparjpg
the “‘Crishe Trends’" section of report. Tables .
7-18 relate to the topic **Fear &f Crime’'; Tables
I9~I) cover ‘‘Residential Problems and Life-

uyles *and the last seven tables display informa- ,
tion concerning **Local Polocetuformance "



" Table 1. Direction of crime rends in the Onited States r\ F

' .o »(Mmmot’(mwamelem) ' i\ a
Poplation charactertatte ttal | leewet | Dereast Same Doh*t know b ellal
A perwns (290,0) Um0 \ 7& ' 3.5 | 5,2 . 03
X . . [} '

- B ' \ - . e .
Nals (129,%0) 10,0 ¢ g W, 8 53 .63
’ﬂh ( I,GD) . 100,0 i‘d . 3,0 - 176 ' Sel . 0s2
Race — * o ' ) . v

mdte (27,100) 00,0 | 2 X N VL \1118.8 . 5 t, 0,
Nk (12,40) (et w0 ss L T i 103
Other (5,300) 10,0 o1 s T 160 10,0
1619 (28,60) - L1000 66,2 Y %2 31 g
o s,000 0 F 1m0 0.2 C2 21,1 KN 10.2
3% (58,30 o N2 3,0 21,0 v heb 03 o
349 (i8,60) - 100,0 T2.8 =X Vo920 oy, f2 0.1
50-84 (55,200 mwo . o 3.0 )T .5 p 10,2
Gsumr (2,000) 1000 b a8 1.0 1.3 6 10,5
TMetinisetion experience o .

Mot victiedsed (172,80 10,0 72,2 38 18,2 %9 0.2

 Wrdatsed (117,500) N 100,0 ) 35 91 IR 0.3

MOT8: Duta Dased on queetion 100, DetaLl mmy nof add to total because of

Vstiste, Sased on 9070 or on about 10°or fever sasple cases,

rounding. Mgures in parentheses refer to population 1n'tho growp. ‘
is statistically wnrelisble, -

ﬂ

 Table2, Directon of crime rends Mthe neighbothood

‘ A (anmugunmtumpmmmm\um) J
.—_r B o _ - ' Horsa't, 1ived :
Population chiracteristic Ttal  Incremed  Deceassd  Sme  herettatlong Dot oow Yot available
AL persons (290,700) 100,0 2.8 5,3 50,1 1 n 9.2 0,
Sax ) .. \
Mo’ (129,70) 1000 3.2 5.8 53,0 Teb 8,2 "0
Pesale (161,000) 100,0 3., ke VB 13 10,0 0.2
v . |
Wits (273,400) 100,0 a9 5,2 50,6 ! b 9.0 0,2
Nk (12,40) 100,0° 2,6 9 b8 &2° 93 10,8
Other s.m) 100,0 Z)-ﬁ ‘209 U..O . 12.5 19.4 "0.6
“. ) . \
;‘JI 2,600) , 100,0 2.1 1.2 519 90k 7.7 10,3
$1,000 10060 0.3 6,1 2 16,2 8.1 10,1
2"“ |m m.O 2511 ; 305 , 5102 1-0-9 309 il ‘OOb '
3449 (9,600 100,0 1O ™ 5.1 50,5 b 10 ‘ 10,)
5084 (85,300 100,0 "8 8 M8 19 . 10,0 10,2
6 wd over (52,000) 100,0 30,0 56 50,2 21 ‘119 10,
etinisstion - - ) (
ot victinisdd (172,800) 100,0 Pl 15 R s 1V 63 10,6 04
Petisiond (117,90) 10,0 N Y 90 . 7.0 10.2 !

IOTR: Date besed oo question s, Detail mey ot dd to total becausd of pounding
etimte, based on about 10 or fowsr sample cyses, is statistically unreligble. -
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. m&« in parentheses tefer to population in the group.
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/o
dmldhoﬂoodedmulﬁdhumﬁmlhn manolohbomm

(mmmumormmmmmmrouum)
T Mehmre e Rt L - |
Total dmgorous  ~ dagerous ~ anrage dangerous dangerous Yot evailable
‘000 09 D90 L B %o ! 13 . lb
C Lm0 M9 Re, B 15,7 1
10,0 | 08 C o\ Bk ns oo R 1Bl L,
1000 09 8.9 T SR X Ly R
100,0 117 10,2 513 217 9 12,2
100,0 "ny 1. G 10,8 11,8 .
100 U WA X B % R X L0
100,0 - 1) 15 36,6 350 T 10,3 1,2 Y=
lw.o 008. wolo 3300 ' mo’t . u‘oo 10‘0
100,0 L1 M. a2 0.7 2 1.1
. 100,0 10,5 5,8 W2 . A8 63 Lok
100,0 © 0.8 ¢ 543 38,5 Y] , 139 . 2. .
Vistiniastion ‘ .
ot victimised (1724800) 10040 06 . ¢ Ml 340 RS 15.3 1.6
Vietinised (117,900 , 1000 ° WA 107 e B3 g 12

WO Dite based o qestion 12, nmunymmwwmmmotmmw nmsinp.munmurempowmmmtu
Shstimte, based 0n 10 or fower saple capes, is statistically unrelisble, e

blo 4. Place of residence of persqns oommlttlng mlghborhood orimes

(Percent dlstribution of mpmm for the populetion ege 16 and, over) '
' ' Ko neighborhood  People living Bqually ,
Poplation characteriptic o Total  crime hers Outsiders by both Don't imow Not available
ALL persces (299,700) 100,0 .33 2.2 b 3. B 0.6-
S S '
Nale (129,700} 100,0 345 2,0 39,1 I8 249 0.7
Ponale (1 1,000) 100,0 32 8.7 %9 32 X T 0
lm | : .
m,m) [ . 1w.0 3!5 2700' 39!8 JOB 250‘0 °|6
. nck 12,400) ‘ 100,0 10,8 2l 3746 643 22,5 30.3
Otber (5,00) ' 100,0 11,6 2,9 32,0 59 3 11,2
“. . o . . |
.1y (28,600 100,0 1.1 36,3 3.3 40 15,2 . 10,1
20-2) (51,000 100,0 2.2 39.8 N 7 21,0 0.6
-3 (58,0 100,0 2,) 3.8 349 ~heb 4.9 . 10,5 I
49 (45,600 100,0 3ol 2ol Wl ’g 25,2 0.7 |
9044 (53,200 ‘ 100,0 * % 19,0 & a7, 0 2.0 0,6 °
"6 el over ($2,000) 1000 55 B\ W38 3.8 3.8 Y
Tstixisation . |
ot victiaised (1 aoo) 00,0 L2 2,1 L1 N 8.5 05
Votinteed (117, ) T10:0 19 Wb N2 beb a0 06 |

OT: Mta'besed on question 9. Detail my not edd to total becouse of rounding. Pigures in parenthesss refor to population in the group.
iatimte, besed on mxowmmm-.umuuu,mmmmu-. ,
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SRS fmm Mhmmawmmum

o \ (mumumorumummmchmwm) DR N
mm%mww.e , xS " g Sme ) . Gigdm Ko oplm , ot gtlatle
Al porvs ;tm.‘po) Y T Y 549 25 /o2,
“ L‘ , . . I:‘ ‘ ] !
w ‘ m moo v 16.0 . "0609 * 17 2,1 o.b !
m ( '& oo "100,0 | M3 b 15 ) e 28 . 10,1
| ' b TR I . N . '
Wdte (20,100) . k ' 100,0 SR ) 4. 0.2 548 ' ) 0.2
Back {1200) X 2 bod 124 8,5 b 10,6,
;0) T "o H0.0 25 w7 B 104 10,0%
| . | | .
l’ ' ﬂ,m , " 100,0 I “g ’ MO; ) 10.5 Q ! 10’0 ‘0.2
sllw ! . mco IO? ull 7!8 ’ I ) 102 ‘001
TR 1N 100,0 'Y N b N 10,3
R g . 100.0 vy N w3 Y 10.2
120 : | 100,0. 5.2 36,3 36 26 10,2
" d W .m) . ' W.O , I_“oé ”l'7 5.3 60 ‘0.2
ot victiniood (172,00) \ 1000 9 Coddl 5. 33 0.2
Viidaiod (117,50) 10,0 85 M1 b 13 10,2

o0 2670 or on about 10.0r sangtle Gases, is statist

WI Data based én Question 25, Detat) may ngh add to becsuse of Pigures in parentheses ref to tion in the
Vg, : ol s Q.ii,% A " o pRitin 1 0 .

Table®. &douinm of crlmo problom nlaﬂvo to what nomplpm and tolovlslon npor!

: (Pereent diMlm.im of respinses far the population age 16 ol om)

Popstion chapacteristic Total Lass serious Same Hors serious % opinicn Kot erailable
L1 persces (290,700) 100,0 w9 T b2 0
tn \ A |
Nale (129 %0) Coome L3 V8] B N\ b 0.5
Gham) o A %2 b 02
h I} . ’
Wdve (273,100) 1000 o . B - Bl Tkl 03
Rack (12,400) : 2000 7 943 NE: 3.3 hob 0.7
5,300) 100.0 VR WBib 2.8 10,6 10,0
L | : ' ,
1619 (28,60 100 16,0 3/ me . a0 10,1
03, {51,000 . 100,0 1.3 85 3.0 3.0 10,1
2-% (58,30 100,0 12,3 52,1 3 Y 0,6
)H‘I U.ﬁw . 100,0 . 9.6 ' 9.1 n : 3.3 ‘Oob_
04, (55,20) * * 100,0 a7 A7.8 3.7 5 10,2
“d“ (ﬂ.m) . 100,00 w« 8,0 L'I.Z 3503 - \ 9 10,5
Pletinisetim exparisnce :
Mot vistindoed (172,800) 100,0 10,5 50,8 1.0 5,2 0ud
Mtinise (117,%00) 100,0 1.7 4.0 32 2.8 03

m Mahudonqmuonm. Dmn-ymmtotombecauuofmmm‘ Hmuinpcmﬂumntertopowhtioninthcm

Thstimte, based Of sero or on dbout 10 or fower semple cases, is statistically unreliable,

*
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K Tablo'l Fwo!oolnglnbpamollnmmoﬂmma

o - R dnrlngmday o, o
- ; . ' (mﬁm&uwfawmmmuwow)
LT Po;frmucn'mm © Bl T B Kot el
/e, (3000) T wlot LoBO B3 . g
, : Py A , e . e A N
. h * T, 4 ' . ' AR
! 1& \Q . lm.O © ‘1008 Wo? 1.5 '
: hnu | .oao) : / 100.0 ue = @93 - 9
/‘ (mam) w00 Ba g2 1
( lluk u.l.m) . .. 1000 10,5 83,5 . 0
$,300) * ‘ ;e 100,0 12,7 845 12,8
. v ' . o \ o
16419 (28,600 00,0 12,4 Bheb 29
i M ,l'm . . moo 1107 n.l N 1.2
-3, (58,300 100,0 11.3 87.4 . ¥ |
ﬁ Uom ) moo 1502 8306 1.2
15,200 : 100,0 15,0 82,8 r 2,2
65 wnd over (52,000) 1000 & 126 - 85,6 ;L8
© Victisdsstion experimce v
Bot victimdsed (172,800) 0 100,00 . 41,8 86e4 <18
. Victiaised (117,50) . 100,0 TS 837 , 1,5

WTE: Data based ob question 1a. Detail may not add to total because of rounding. Piguroa
in parentheses refer 1o population in the group. ™
Vistimate, based on about 10 orfewer sample cases, is statistically unreliable.

Table 8. Fearof golng Into parts of the metropolitan area at night

(gmmt distribution of responses for the population age 16 ad aver)

-

¥

Fopalation characteristic | Total Yos Bo' . Hot svailable
' 11 periens (290,700 100,0 3.1 64,0 69

Sax ' .

Nals (m"’m) ’ 100,0 273 68,4 hel
Tengle (1 I’M) ‘ 1000 00.5 ’ 60.5 809

Race . '

‘ lhiu mplw) ‘lmoo 805 6307 . 6.3
Hack (12,400) \ 100,0 19.5. 7. Teh
Other (5,300) 100,0 32.9 Y FY . 9.4

Age : y
16"19 m.@ , Im'o 3300 ) 56'8 10.2
20-2, (51,000 100,0 31,0 6049 8.0
253 (58,300 © 1000 33 ¢ &0 b7
35-49 (45,600 100,0 315 ' 63,1 5edy
50-64, (55,200 100,0 28,5 6548 5.7
65 and over (",000) 100,0 21,3 70,0 8.8

Victimisation exparionce . ' :

Victindsed (117.9(!)5 100,0 333 0.2 be5

* NOTE: Data based on question 13b. Defail may not add to total because of rounding, Pigures
in parentheses refer to population in the group. .

R | 2
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" Tabse?d. Nelghborhood safety when out alone during the day T
_. v - “(Petemnt, diateibution of responses.for, the popilation x¢ 16 and over)
Mplstion chirntqmzic Comw Vory sate Roasonably safe Somevhat unaafs " | Yory msafe - Kot mﬂE
A — , ..‘ . ‘
ALl gereccs (230,70 wmo M0 %0 M Y 03
h | ! ’ i ‘ ' T , .
Nale (m m) - I 100,0 0,01 18,4 ) 10,2 0o
Posale (161,000) 100,0 g 2,1 oo , 0.3
ho o | ‘ \
Rt (21, %0) , 10,0 0] , 2.5 0 0,3
lllcl 12.@) + 100,0' i 5801 31"5 o f3|0' ‘0.6
OM ’|m) , moo ' wo% W { ‘109 llla
o o\ S \ '. '
419 28,40 00 7 a9 104 10,2
23 (51,0) ) 00 2,0 ° 10,1 10,0
4% () 7 0 B B V0,3 10,3
vl mo b 3 R 10
55 100,0 & 8.6 i 09 10,2
6 wd over (52,000) 1004 3l Hl Ry 0
Tetialsation axperience | | ' |
' m victindsed (172 M) 100,0 68.9 fre, 2700 ‘ . . 0.6 0.3
ekald (11700 wo b 45 08

T ta based on quastion 110, Detadl may not add £ total becsbee of rounding, 'ng in parenthesss refer 1o populetion {n th '
Kitinta, based on 3o or on about 10 or fevir, e cases, o ratistially urdiabls, K >,

'::\.' p ! .
) \ .‘
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Table 10. WMMMMNﬂMMMY
| | (wmdi‘mwampmmibmm) L Q
Mudin ottt ~~ Bl leyuh  besdlyah  Seetwt | Toyosd Rteddel

-

ey
1639 (13,000 00 g.‘l ’ 133 0, 10,2 10,4
B (2% 1000 J C 242 10, 10,0 . 10,0
”'“ ”w 'mio “12 12 1002 ‘0.1 10.3
') . 1000 9,5 b 11,2 10,1 1,8

’;x 00 10,0 7.0 4 14 10,4 0.4
"% wd v (18,50) 100.0 63,6 2.8 24 10,5 10,5
1619 (15,80 o . C 100 8,1 44 - 0 . 10,6 10,0
0.2 (28,50 P 1000 06,0 849 38 10,2 ' 10,0
3% (,%0 . wo - Nk 2,) 24 ,i‘ 10,6 10,3
B4 (83,50 100,0 a3 A4 30 7. 11,0 10
04 [1,X0 %; 10,0 ' %f 5.4 13 104
% uor (3 100,0 i C Rl 8. Y B PR TY

Do o g ‘ "\

T J ~ o
1649 (26,20 100,0 ) 19,9 24 Wi \ 10,
oY W) 100,0° 7. Wi 20 10,1 Y
%% (0 . 1000 GO 19,1 1 10,2 " 0,2
B8 P.” R 1000 Tedd @) "0 W 0.1
04 (5,%0 100,0 & 3.0 ',3-3 07 10,2
6 wd over (51,100) 100,0 9 2,1 bi) 1.8 0b
Bk :
1019 (1,600 100,0 LB C B RV} 40 10,0
DY (140 1000 M0 3} 16,9 10,0 10,0
2% (2,30 100,0 8. a0 1.3 1,3 v 30,0
P4 (2,%0) 0,0 .9 Ub 1 12,} 10,0
$0-8 {1,000 100,0 W) 0 Bk 16,5 1.8
o wd over {30) C 10,0 A8 s 1. Wy U9

En Dot based on question 11b, Drtall mey not odd to totgl becauss of rounding. Mgures in parentheses refer to population in the roup.
Yiat ante, based on pero or on about 10 or fover seaple cases, 10 statistically unggliable.
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© o Tttt Magboroed sy whe ot o g o oy

(et hotibut of repnsn toe a8 pypletin o 16wt one)

ﬁ

Poplstion charactristic . Tery wls Meascnably safs m$ " Tery uosafs Jot orallable
.-C, o i g ' ‘ :
v
Nl '
M-l’ u|m * lmoo nob 11.6 'OIJ ‘002 S ‘ ‘0066
0-2 (21,400 1000 &,) 14 10,1 0o 100 ,
a'“ “.m lm.O “05 12.9 "0.2 ‘001 1002
14 (19y%0 10,0 Q1. 16,) 11,2 100 10,5
N .m W.O ”l’ 22.6 103 . 'OJ[ ‘003
6 md ome (18,50) 100 GE 24 /A 0.5 0.5
Tasle .
-1 gnm mo - 8 %, el 102 00 -
0.2 (&, 1000 a4 8l 3 103 W0
L BN (%50 (“ - 100 0 X 22 10,2 10,2
04 (540 0.0 02 3 bt L, 10,1
8w o (3,30) 10,0 03 W 4 X 06
Bt / | ‘
1619 (%0 100,0 8,0 11,0 100 tg.o 10,0
02 (00 100,0 X 12,1 19,0 10,0 10,0
a4 (1,600 100,0 84 Mib 1040 1,0 1,0
”“9 lim ‘ . mio “02 3100 '203 x000 l°0°
08 (000). 10,0 bheb 12,1 10,0 W b
65,#0"!' (W) W.O ‘k9-5 '50-5 l0.0 '000 ’000 .
vt m) 100 82,5 126, 13,8 ! 1 |
1639 0 . ' 3 15 0,0
02 (1,0 100,0 > 50,7 B 59 10,0 'o.o‘
&% (1,00 10,0 513 il 124 "4 10,0
#49 (1,00 10,0 Ske) N4 L Y 10,0
04 (1,10 100,0 12,9 61, 15 1,0 0.0
f “mw m) 103.0 '3&.3 ,26.6 '9!9 m.Z ,900
—

0T Data based on cuestion 110, Dotall my ot o to total because of rounding, Pigires {n paresthases mefer %0 population 1n the prop.
Yatinste, based on serg or on about 10 or fewer sample cases, o statistically wireliable, ,

2




Tt 2. meumum

‘ _ Mmummmwmuum

oplakion drertariotds pul i Weysh Maxasbly sefv Sondel meafe ©  Very mmaely Kkt reilible
a m- (90,%0) 10,0 2 »d 00 15 O
[ .
' (W ‘m) 04 [\ M 99 b!
L) (i) 00,0 B 4 2. A
™)
Rt (2,30) 100 349 .S 2,0 15
Rk {12,400) 100,0 o8 B a4 a5
[ .n) W0 190 W X W
o ~ -
%y (3,0 10 3N Y] 0 10, 10
D4 (51,00 1004 a4 M 18,6 109 10,2
8% 10,0 %0 M2 160 25 10,
gx 04 3. »g 0,2 1,2 04
10040 1.0 » 2, 18,) 0,6 .
é 10,0 23 4 'WAN 1 07
omperianc Cy
ot vistialses (172,000) 00,0 4b %0 0.2 16,7 0,5
" Yatiaiaed (117,900 10,0 %8 N 19,8 1.6 0,)

< Doid bused of queetion 112, Detadl sy mot add L0 total becsuse of rownding,
'M.Hn“ﬂwmmm. is satistically unrelisble,

Mgres in parentheses refer o popaletion in the group. /\
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Table 13, Neighborhood safety when out alone t night

 (Pareent ddstribution of respmses for the populetion age 16 wd over)

Y
Jomletion charactoristic Total Voy sfe Ez‘uombly safe Sonevhat unsafe ‘Yery unsafe Not evailable
fax md oge
s |
19 (13,00 1000 0.1 40,5 70 .6 1,8
D=2 ﬂ.?w . 00,0 A ‘l7|6 W) 10.5 19,1
&% (9,400 100,0 5a] - M0 b8 1,2 10,3
49 (21,600 1000 bl Wb 12 3 10,8
04 (24,000 100,0 340 9.8 12,9 5,0 10,3
& s over (18,90) 100,0 2,6 b 18,9 L 10,5
"o (1540
9 (15, 100,0 15,8 0.5 8.1 1.8 10,2
N4 (2,30 100,0 15 364 8,5 19,3 10,2
&% (4,50 100,0 1.0 Ll 25 13,8 10,2
Y49 10,50 100,0 18,1 350 2. 18,5 10,1
500 (31,400 100,0 9,0 ) WA \ Wed 8,6 10,8
6 wd over (3),000) 100,0 (W) a8 28 [¥8| 10,7
Reto wd age
dte , :
1619 (26,700 100,0 342 0.} 11,3 917 10,5
02 (47,50 100,0 8,5 NN 18,2 10,5 10,2
353 (53,400 100,0 358 0.9 16 "0 10,2
349 (41,50 00,0 A8 %! 20 10,7 0.
S04, (52,900 100,0 9k %49 2.8 .48 10,5
6 w8 over (51,100) 100,0 2, / Wi %8 319 0.6
Back !
1619 (1,60 100,0 2.6 3! "3 2,0 - 10,0
m-u 2.@ ICD.O 1607 39.[0 25.8 18.1 i l0.0
3% (2,90 100,0 4,1 M . 159 13,8 10,0
- WA 4,50 100,0 44 36 4l M 11,0
80-4 (1,800 100,0 13,1 & &l ek e
4 wd over (500) 10040 19,1 10,2 13,8 k0 g

Tt Date based 0n question 11a. Detedl my not odd 10 total bacause of rounding, Pigures in
Vstinate, based on saro or on about 10 or fewer sasple capes, Ls.statistically gnrelisble.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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parentheses refer L0 populttion in the group.
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Table 14 Neighborhood safety when.out slone st nigh

9 | "
_ (Mﬂtmﬂmmgmmmﬁdm) .
Pplstio charsctaristic ot Yoy ufs s Soambut unsefe Teryussafe . Jot avadleble

Booo, oax, i0d 00
m : .

. 1y (2,40 10040 , 51 0 89 10,5 10,8
M nm . W Uo9 ‘101 506 ,006 l'o.!
33 (26,800 00,0 5.6 02 M 12 10,2

19"m moo UJ. uo9 ¢ 10.8 300 ‘00'

2,100 100,0 Rk X 12,6 5,0 10,1
h“nh wd over (18,500) 100,0 a9 129 {9-3 %) 10,8
%19 ::‘m 10,0 164 W %49 10,2
02 (28,100 100,0 wo . 3% 3.5 W0, -
3% (26,50 1000 179 M 24 10,1
¥ 100,0/ 18,4 %7 2 10,0
04 (29,%0 Cm, 9,3 2. 0 Ao
& wd over (32,600) 100,0 bok . 2.8 ' 10,6
Ml
16-19 m; 100,0 138,9 135, 110,) 10,0

0y (%0 100,0 13,0 b 12,4 10,0
4% Ilm; " 100,0 Ml bbb 1,3 10,0
¥49 (1,30) - W0 00 [\ 1. 10,0
504 (800) 100,0 18,0 Mo 17,2 W)
6 wd over (W00) 100,0 19,5 14,9 10,0 10,0
Temalo '

%19 (900) 100,0 11,0 104 12,2 10,0
024 (1,600 100,0 1 N2 26 10,0
3% (1,0 100,0 . s 2.2 10,0 .
¥49 l,lm 10,0 . 18,7 2,7 ' 39 119
04 (1,00 00,0 13,9 13 % 0o -
% od o {%0) 100,0 18, 30,0 16,5 19,0

MOT: . Ovta besed tn cuastion 11a. Owtail may ot odd 0 total because of rounding, Figeres {n purenthesss refor o populaticn in the procp.
Vatiaste, Doyl 0n sero or cn sbout 10 or fowsr seple cases, 4 statistically unrelisble.
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(wmmormnmmpﬂlebndwe)

— | \ — ~ T T T
g A;lperm (m.wo) ' o 153 B0 W
| Nl (18,300) 100.0 19.7 8.5 ¢ 19
o) Pemale *(85,40) 0.0 Uk 89 16
Race ‘ ' '
iite (96,400) . - 100,0 1.8 8.5 L7
Rack imm : 0,00 . B 7548 10,7
Other 100,0 2,2 Tl 11,7
: “16-19 (B'W) . ' 100.0 16.2 © 8T 12,1
0-2, (15,100 100,0 2, 7506 2,0
25-3% (13,700 10040 + 19,5 795 11,0 \
35-&9 u.,:.oo - 100,0 1949 18,7 1.4
65 w0 over (38, 500) 100,0 9 8.0 1.6
Victimisation experience S ' |
Not victimised (63,900) 1000 11,2 86,9 19
i MOTZ: Data based on question 11c, Detall ey oot add to total because of rowding, Pigures . .
I & ' in parentheses refer to population in the group. .
‘Bstime. based on about 10 or fever sample cases, ia 'statistically unreliable.
L Table 16. Limitation or change in activities because of fear of crime
_ (Percent distribution dt resporses for the population age 16 and over)

. o in general ‘ People in neighborhood ' o
Pomlation characteristic ) teadldle Tt Yes %o Nov eadlable  Toral hf ﬂo m
AL persons (290,70) 1000 6.0 30,0 2,0 00,0 387 552 e bul 1000 287 10,9 o.a

o , |

‘e (15,m0) 000 8.5 323 21 a0 B9 5.0 54 1000 B9 B 06
Posale (161,000) 1000 6.9 2.2 19 00,0 40 5l X 1000 365 632 0:2
) _ : d
m“ m lm) IMaO woo ”01 109 Im.o 3803 55.9 5.9 1(!).0 28.3 . 71.3 0.1‘
Hlack (12,400) o 100,00 72,5 %8 27 1000 493 430 71 10,0 379 6L 10,5

. Other (5,300) 1000 56,6 376 5.8 1000 363  §0.1 13,6 1000 2.2 b 11,3
- .
16-19 (28,600) 1000 6,6 365 10,9 1000 351 6L 3.0 1000 2k T4 10,2
-2, (51,000 10000 62,7 367 o.’ 10000 325  6LS 549 100,0 26,9 749 10,2
8% (58,300 100,0 596 38.7 L 10,0 30,5 6.0 6.5 1000 21,3 783 104
349 (45,800 1000 8.9 &2 1,8 1000 39,0 55,6 Sd 1000 Bl Thd 10,5
So-by  (55,200) 1000 7.7 .2 40 1000 46,0 47.6 bel 00,0 2.4 6742 0.4
éimom (52,000) 1000 “Thet 2.3 beb 1000 419 ko3 7.8 0.0 40,2 591, o

Vistiadsation sxperience f

Mot victiatsed (17280) 1000 682 A w5 o 32 ses o6k w0 2 2 0k
Tietinisnd (117.9005 00,0 “67.6 3Ll Lk 1000 410 533 5,7 1000 0.8 6.8 . 04

WB: Data based on question 16e. 160, and 16c. Detail may not add to total because of rounding, res in parent|
1P-u-a- ‘besud on abowt 10 or fewer wlo cames, is statistically unrelighle, e eses rete w pOpulltiOn fn the r‘*




3

R | T lullhﬂonorchamlnnﬂvlﬂu

Inemo of fear of crime
(Percont distridation of responses for the popalation ag¢ 16 wnd over)
Population characteristie Total Ys- . b Not. evadlablé
Jex md oge
Nale ‘ |
16-1¢ (13,000 00,0 16,1 10,5
M n'm ' mto 16'1 ‘Olk
5-3 (29,0 - 100,0 13,3 0.6
 35-h9 (21,600 100,0 18,4 30,8
* 5044 (24,000 100,0 - 3.0 10,7
65 od over (18,900) 100,0 2.6 30,9
Peutle ‘
16-19 (15,600 100,0 313 10,0
0.2, (28,300 100.0 35 ‘M
x5 (28,50 00,0 3 108
' 35-49 (23,900 | 100,0 - 3l 0.}
' ' ] “a N ' 31.@ 100,0 3907 wol ‘0.2
< 65 ad over (33|W) .' W.O 1.6.9 5205 \ ’006
Race wd o0 | \
Write
16-19 (26570 100,0 2.6 %1 \ 10,2
Q=2 (AT,50 100,0 26,2 Néb \ 30,2
2534 {53,400 1000 = 2.6 M0 \:0.3
”49 ulm lm.O 23.9 75.6 005
' 08 (52,90 0 32,1 6.5 ‘&.&
6 wd over (51,100} 0 0.2 59.0
Klack ' .
16-19 (1,600 100,0 0.2 £9.8
N 02 (2,M00 00 - N8 62,2 '0-0\
33% (2,90 100,0 0.2 68 w \
' 3549 (2,900 100,0 XA 5548 R30I
v 50-64 (1,800 ' 100,0 3.6 596 N8\
6 ol over (%0) 100,0 b 59,4 10,0 \
10T Date besed on question 16¢. mmmwwwmmmm
in parentheses refer to population in the group.

Sostimste, Desed on 870 or on sbout 10 or fewer sample cases, is statistically unrelishle,

N 14
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; Imuuoﬂmoferlm
Omdmmﬁmotnmufortumlmmlbmﬂu) "
! Ropalation characlaristis R ot ovadleble
Roco, sx, d og¢ 3 _ ,
Wdte o | :
. Ml
; 16'19 IZ’IN h _ moo ‘ 8507 . 1005
02 (20,000 SR X)) 8.3 0.5
. a4 (B0 w00 83 10
B49 (19700 b0 ' BLb - 10,8
50-8 (23,100 00 (X 0.6
65 wd over (18,50) 10,0 Mib 09
Tesale . &
1639 (4,700 0 82 10,0
02 (2,40 . 1000 6546 10,0
5.3% (26300 -~ 100,0 nJ 0.1
%49 (21 - 0 NG 10,2
508 (% ‘%o‘ 80,5 0.2
& wd over (3400 0 55 - "
Rack
K Hale ) ' . /
1619 (0 - 000 AT bk 10,0
oy {80) 7 00 ° Bug %06 oo
}2"” lgm goo ¥ wg ol ‘000
349, (1,200 0 s na 664 . 10,0
50-4, (800) 10,0 W 390, 7.6 Ve
| . & wiove (0) o gty A '
Mol 'y - N
1619 (%00) 'B.o \ !37.0 7 10,0
20-2 (1,600 00,0 ;2.8 . 10,0
z'u l'm moo 5606 ‘!an
W49 (1,800 1000 'fng 168 14
50-8, (1,100 C1000  ¥s, 460 ' 10,0
€5 wd ovr(500) po, W00 Xy T2 0.0
: | WT: Date based on question 16, mumkwwmwm. Megures
in perentheses refer to population in the
"Retinete, based on 3470 o7 on abest 10 o7 fover uqh caes, 18 statistially umlhbh.
b




o Toth Mostmportntreagg orschng preert b

y. Co (Pt htriey g o 4097 b vty roppntents)
| ' L L s Wi S it o —~
’[____ g e i gl “ i — “m' i gglee B Ml‘t Ioe g'ﬁ:;:e ) ﬁ::.:vﬁw]a
;  Whwed 0) om0 43 56 AN "
: , e ‘ , o ¥
| w (80,%0) mwo b By W g Ry e
| et (10 oo 62 Booomdowmeog boyd o Gk
| oo Qe (3K0) 00 B Bl e e R Ba g g
- looua) famdly incoms | o 48
! uuuun 9,00 (17,20) 10,0 b b8 £ B K B TY L 64 b
| 00-514% f 2,%0) o 70 1.1 Mool w0 B3 A b 35
| '500-!9.999 9,%0 C 1000 5. 10,9 wh g s Ly by - 1y 2
$10,000- 814,999 515 ) - 10,0 63 .2 S K ) 1 bg 12 3
Slﬁ.m-ﬂk.m 9@) o 1oo.0 33 21..0 1.f . ‘1.1 RN 19.8 IQ.7 16,0 bl
25,000 wd over (1,800) 00 185 8,0 bt g a0 b A A1 1
Yot oedlable (7,500) e &l 1 00 g e %0 ;S.o R
Wetiatutdcn esperimnes ' N
ot victirised (49,%0) 0o b V133 o ng s g YR
P etisiod (5,20 mo 62 W M 1y s By %; % T
M1 Dot besod on estion 2, Detal ey ot a8 0 ttal becst of \MWWWM .
Retimte, udmuroormhmtlommuphmu.iﬂwmnmwmmbl 'i“hemp.
| Table 20. Most hyﬁo?lm feagon for Imlng fomm '“"'One,
; - (Pmcnt Aatritiog o guwrs 7 houseboly W)
| : —
. Charactaristics Vatag pysi '.,M bfnm ‘ ﬂm 3”:: vt Oﬂﬂm
Household chapactaristic toal Lostim of boi  house R T gy, g O el
Gesds (88) w2 33 B gy Mgy WA T
("] : . )
0,M) wo 29 . D g o W - .
1 Ret (30 ) W s 12 T B Moo ol M
@ 19,0 19,8 BSe g
Other 2'm 10,0 30 15.3 5] 10.0 ’i'z ’507 ‘30]
doxual faadly income - 1 155 ‘
Lase than 3,000 (17,20 wo Bo W 6,0 ‘z Jq 22'2 Co Yy Lt 81
BO0-NUH (2,%0) mo L) T Bd gy A YO Y
"lm'”lm 9 m) W.O n., 1509 11.2 .3‘ .l 17 2 ‘1.3 ?'7 Lls 7.1
$20,000-814, 999 (15,00) 0.0 29 155 24y ’h .9 iy 10.‘. g ¥
BS00 (920 mo a1 b By TR B ¥ B ¥
25,00 md omer {1,0) o B85, A S TR T A Y O B T
Jot el (1,50) o A 12 Bao g 6 R S R 86
Tetidantion exparimes C ‘ '
Not vistixdsnd (i9,500) o B6 B 4o - ,7,{ 3 1‘3‘: 0 g b)
mn.mi mo Bk B2y ' M2 M s
B Data based on question s, Detadl agy oot add to total becmust of romding, mmmm,,,"wwwwmm
'nm,mmmommwummam,umtumm,m., P, |
\ .
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] 3 . . ‘ '; . !
;- ' . .
ST Table 21, Whether or not there are undesirable
' | ! * (resst distribution of anawrs by bousehald respondacts)
" Housahald charsctaristiic C toll Tos b Yot mdlable
AL2 bousedalds (160,700) me w0 7 b3
| r 150,50) .1oo§o- ' "31.1 65,6 | 0.3
. \iite , b )
il L Back 7.300} .0 W & 05
o t Other (3,000 10,0 a7 ne 0
* foona) flly income
Lass,than £3,000 {25,100) 100,0 mh bk 30,1
$3,000-47,499 (47, %0 10,0 1 62 301
L5004, 9. (17,30 100,0 nh o 2 304
. $10,000-§14, 999 (28,800) 1000 %b 8.0 10,2
15, 000-824, %9 (20,100 1000 06 83 101
‘ ﬂi,mﬂ'm 6,@) o 100,0 b .5 10,0
o Kot available (16,200) CT1000 2. 6.3 1,2
' : Hetirdsation me ' .
K. umﬁm,m) : ~ 00 0.2 696 10,2
wd (60,400) 100,0 0.3 03 10.4
f 3
: o) KR Deta based o question 59, Detall may oot add to total becuse of romding. Figwres
% - in parentbeses refer to househaldy in the group,
Yiatisate, besed cn sero cr @ about 1§ or fover sample coses, 0 statistically umeliable,
o Table22. Most| neighborhood problem -
\ ' , (Pmutdiltrihﬁm- of angwera by bousehold respondents)
I e Dvirmatel  Pblie  Dadsqute  Dflmof  Proclems vith Other md
Bousehold characteristic Total' Traffic, parking probless  Crime tnmpgrution schools, shopping bad elevents nelghbors  mot avalleble
m 1m00 901 ! ”02 2102 ‘ 106 , h-8 ' ' 601 1908 801
ks , .
White co100 %2 25 A1 18 bk s 19,8 - 1.8
Bk lmoo x501 Y 3-7 1707 2.8 ‘110’0 ‘3-9' 1703 1300
Otdar W00 M0 s e g M13 10,0 2.8 ML)
Aroa) foadly : f ,
Lasa than $3,000 (9,400) W0 &l %2 Ak bob e 1.2 9.7
£3,000:87,4% {16,400) 100.0 g8 & A5 Bk b - 79 18,0 1%
, 17,508,999 (5,40) 100.0 9% 3 %S %8 12,8 0 16.8 6
| $10,000-814,59 (0,000) 00 99 W2 Wd LG 38 5,1 22 8.2
| 45,0004, %9 (6,100 000 12l B %5 M Ju1 ? 194 1.1
| / 825,000 o nere (1,600 000 3122 58 80 300 12,0 n.8 4.2 1.9
ot awilable (5,400) 1000 5.0 85 A5 M) 67 8.8 2.5 i
/  Wetindsation experionce , . '
o ot victiiad (31,20) 1000 8.8 2Bl A Y b 199 o
| e (3] R 55 B2 M) - 4§ 89 B6 &b
IO Dita based oo quastion 5, Dvtadll mmy notadd to total because of runding, Mgures in perectheses refer to hovseholds in the proup. '
_ YhetLuste, besed on ser0 o7 on sbout 10 or fewr sasple cases, is statistically unrelsble. T

MY




. Table2). Whetherornolmejorfoodshopping - .
- done In the nelghborhood |

(wdnnm@dmwmmnmmd) | ’ | 1 ’
Bousehld chatacteristic fotal Yes K Not available
" Il househalds (166,70) 100.0 T2 5.1 ' f
5°|5w) lwo 7[.07 2’0-7 ' . 0 6‘ ’
mcx 7.300% : 100.0 b1 %.2 3 ‘
' lm.o \ 72.6 %ol& L "ng
v mm fandly n¢ " CH R
v | Lese than $3,000 (25 100) S 1000 68.4 0.1 P hh
$3,000-87,499 107.3W; 100,0 %7 2.8 Y05
37.500-09. 100,0 Thb 2.7 10.8
» £1.0,000-814, 999 28.m0 100.0. . %l 2,7 £ 10,2
ns,ooo-m,m 20,100 ‘ 00,0 72,0 2.7 10,3
$25,000 or more (5,500) | 100.0 [y 2.6 10,0
Kot svailable (18,200) - 100.0 7.6 A 109
Victindsation experienc '
Kot victisised (100.300) 000 %9 0.6 u
Wetinised (60,400) S, 1000 N8 . 255 0.7
\ WTE: Deta based on question 6a. Detail may not add to total béouse of rounding, Figures

in parentheses refev to households in the group..
lnumo, based on sero or on about 10 or tmr smple ceses, is mt.isucnlly mra]ilble.

>
Table 24 M Impomm reason for not doing major food shopplng In the nolghborhood
‘ (Percent. distribution of anavers by bousshold respondents) . ’ I
Nousehold cheracterdstic Total Wo nedghborhood stores Iradequate stores Mghprices . Crime Not available
AL hodsebolds (10,00) 1000 Y 2.8 28 . L1 L6
. b“ ' ¢ » I‘ ) ' § * .
m ﬂ.lm) s lmoo “.!;2509 3209 25-0 " ' 102 1’&-9
Black (2,5%0) 100,0 3.8 . %.0 004 30,0 34,8
Other (800) 100,0 32,8 128 . ML . 0.0 ¢ a8
mwl felly beowe | s
Loss than $),000 (7,400) 100.9 2.3 . 19.4 19.4 10,8 0.0
;000-87,499 (10,800) 100.0 2.0 : 0.9 " 26,8 1.6 12,7
\300-9,%%9 (3, 600) 100.0 2.5 (om0 v, 2.3 08 &
uo.ooo-w.,m 7,400) 1000 %49 %7 - 88 . 108 8.8
§15,000-824,,999 (5,600 +100.0 2 * 4§ 25 . 305 12,3
1,50 100,0 s 3.9 16,8 30,0 19,0
100,0 0. 324 7 26 149
100.0 25 12,0 YRR 13 156
100.0 2.8 ' %1 . B 0.8 12,8

m“nqumm&. M-ymmuwmmrmm, Hminplmthomnfertom:uboldain the group, .
wlm-u.wdmmormhbmworfmuqnoum,hst,hticmyummblo
Y,

1
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Table 5. Prfomed ocaton ot onars  merchahdie shopping
. (w dhtrihlticnlor wb;m;mmm) ‘

I

1 T —_'

» axhu-hunor
N numw chmctcrhtic Tl  migoriod  Doatom Kot available
mhouuhom (160.700) 100,0 . 53,8 12,8 %
hc. . ' . [ ] : ‘ . )
wite (150,500 . 100.0 549 W9 3.2
7.” lw-o ‘ 31-’0 ' 61-2 7.1;
m J.M 2 ! ;lmlo 53.0 W - "301
Amua) fandly dncoms - ' ' ‘
Loss than $3,000 (25,1000 100.0 N3 53 b
$3,00-87,499 (47,200 1000 i AT 1.9
$7,500-89,999 (15,400 100.0 514 9.2 3.3
S - .$10,000-814,999 - (28,800 00,0 “* 6.3 0.9 2.7
’ nLM” m.lm . lmoo 6356 3201 "oh
T £25,000 or more (5,900) 100.0 V1.7 16,0 b
~ Mot awdlable (18,200) 000 504 43.1 8,5
vmmuoumm

W Duts besdd on question . m&nuymmwwmmm ofrcmnding Pigures
in parenthoses refer to households in the growp.
*3Bstimte, based cn sbout 10 or fewer- uq:lo cases, is statistically umliable.




Table 8. NWMHMMMMW .;\/
- I e suburbs (of neighborhood) or downkown \ .

(Poreomt distrilution of snewers by household r;Ms)

9 of doppor i botbr  Dotter Nore Ietter selection, Crime in Bettar Prefor stores, Other ad
hosssheld charactoristic fotal parking trameportation comvenient more stapes other locetion stors hours Better prices losetion, etc, not walleble
Sbwten (or neigborhood)
thoppers
AL howssholds (B6,0) 1000 4.0 1 5.0 19 10,) 1.0 10,6 8.1 4,8
h.o\ : y
it (&,5%0) 000 L 2, M) (A 10.) 1.0 9.9 ¢ 8.2 0
Rk (2,30 1000 13,) 1,7 ny 12,2 0,0 12, ) "1 19
Other (1,000 000 V4.9 12,0 bha) Ml 0.0 10,0 4,8 1.9 4,0
lonusf fuly Laoome . '
Léoo i ), 000 (9,900) 10,0 83 7 39 VR 9.5 00 1) 187 15.0 bk
A00-71,41 (83,800 0.0 4 49 ©) 8,8 0.5 Yok 136 8,5 2.4
,%0-0,99 (8,50) 00,0 2. " b 1.6 0,0 ns - 8.6 I 12,4
$30,000-84 .99 (19,300 WO Dk * N4 'y 8 10,0 4,0 9. X 1.2
R5,000-R4,99 (L,&O) 1000 264 "4 4. 6.0 0,2 12,0 5.8 6.} 41
BiOR e mry (1,00) 00 M) M Mg S a0 2, Wy %0
" it oratlals (9,X0) 000 Db e 5.6 ¥ 0 a0 0
Netiaisiion saperionce , P |
ot vietinioed (50,%0) ? W0 4 81 W) 2 0.1 1.0 9.3 I X I 2
Metlaised (%,50] wo B ) 10 00 0 1, 11 ., Iy 0
JaAon shoppers .
(A} wysoholds (60,800) 10,0 0.5 8. Wb \ 2.0 4.0 10,2 ) 10,9 31
e ' ‘
W (6),00) 00,0 0.6 u7 M0 0,) 10,1 0,2 M0 11 W
Rk (4,50 00,0 0.0 13,5 5.5 16, 0,0 0.7 IS }.'5 LY
Onwe (1,30 1000 10,0 W K R 0.0 %0.0 W .4 Wi
Aamal fully iaecme -
Loss hem 0,000 (Ly400) 3000 0.2 . %1 16,8 10,2 10,0 1 1, 5.7
BA0-N AN (2,%0) 1000 10.1 o 4 16,6 10,0 10,1 M) m 14
0,50-8,9 {6,00) 0.0 1. 9.0 T 19,6 10,0 "1 9.2 1,6
£10,000- 814,99 (8,900 0.0 1.0 29 Ml Db 10,0 10,0 1.6 ¥ 3
£15,000-084,999 (6,400 000 N %! 0.l %) 10,0 10,0 .4 W) nd
£5,00 o sere {3, X0 0.0 10,0 14,0 . A0 10,0 10,0 a2 S0 "y’
i wallae (7,50) WO 1044 \?.z [ 19.6 10,0 0.4 n] 1.8 "4
A victindood (46,100) 0,0 0.6 1. A 194 10,1 e 3 g 3
Perdalons (za.'ms 00,0 %04 %) o0 a2 10,0 10, 5. 9.2 2,2

O Dota beoed @ quertion 0, Detadl aey %ot i 10 \otal becmow of romnding, Mgures fn paremthesss refor 40 houssholds 1n W growp,
Mokinple, baved o o0tv o7 on @howt 10 or fowr sample rasee, 1 statistically wirelible,




m MhNMwMM

\
wont out for evening entertainment
(Poroent o responses for the populetien age 16 end ower)
Popuintion' charecteristic Tl More So Lass Jot available
T AL pemsons (290,700) 0.0 D2 b NI 0.4
S
-1‘ (mtm) ’ l@.o woz. “‘J ”02 003
m (M.M’ , lmco noz UOJ ”o’ . ‘002
W 100) o 1000 . W) b 0.2
Rack (12,40) 0.0 169 M7 Sl 2.3
Other (5,30) 00 B9 K AL, 00
“:6-19 2,600 100.0 251 u.s 2.0 0.2
-4 (51,000 100.0 3.6 .1 0.1
. 2% (%50 100.0 19.8 ;017 9eh - 0.
3549 (45,600 100.0 13. .5 10,2
504 (49,200 100,0 1.9 .2 10,2
6 wdover (52,0000 ° 1000 52 57 0 15 10.4
Hetinimtion experiente o
Mot victinised (m}m) ™\ 100.0 171 9.1 "6 0.2
Petinieed (117,90 1000 .8 81 % 10,2

T Dits oot m quoetion ®, Drtail my oot odd to totel beceioe of rownding. Plgres
1n parentheses refer 0 population in the prop. 3
1istimte, besed e sero OF On about 10 or fewer semple cases, Lo statistically wum.

.




Table 28. Most important reason for Increasing or decreasing the frequency’ ~
wthpommmMoutbrmnlnoMlmm '

(Meresmt Whum of responses for the population age 16 and over)

Ty of change in frequency Naces 1o ) 0w Trauspor- Aetivities, Wt to, Other and not
o population charactoristic Total Money g0, etc, Comesnimmce health tation Age  Tmlly otc, Crime o, wuiladle
Nrsone going out more often \ \ \
ALl persons (58,%0) 100.8 19,0 0.3 36 L 4) 87 1.8 8.8 10,0 N 5.
=
Male (26,20 00,0 21,4 9.0 39 LY 07 82 w3y 109 0.0 L9 5.
Paale (32,50) 100,0 17,1 2,8 3ob 1.5 1.8 9.1 15,1 1) 10,0 12,7 Sk
| ot * '
L, Wdte (85,500) 10,0 19.0 ¢ 2.6 3é L) ro 87 .l 8.5 10,0 13.% 502
" Rk (2,100 00,0 0.2 16,2 ) 1.9 w00 MLO ML s 10,0 15,8 16,2
Other (1,100 100,0 36,9 20,1 2.9 BN 27 %o oy 10,0 19,8 18,2
\p \ .
16-19 14,500 100,0  W.5 26.) 2,5 10,0 58 %3 39 543 10,0 10,5 540
D24 (14,100 10,0 2.6 .6 2,5 10,6 .0 53 1.8 10,6 10,0 13.6 5.3
&% (11,0 0.0 2.1 &.5 b 10,) 108 10,6 18,6 10.4 10,0 12,9 « Sk
)’?19 6,30 10,0 19,7 12,1 bl 12,8 G,0 10,0 317 9§ 1,0 .3 5.7
6,600 10,0 1.1 17.2 9 20 0.5 M5 B8 945 10,0 18,8 549
¥ o over (2,%0) 100,0 16,2 21,0 16,2 13.% 10,0 11,2 16,2 18,5 10,0 4,) LT
Halaisstim cxperimes ,
Mot victimiond (29,500) 100.0 177 .9 .8 LS 19 &1 189 8.) 10,0 W0 61
Hetinised (ao.m, 1000 2.4 d.b 3.5 L4 0, 9.3 00 126 he$
Perscns going out less often
ALl perwons  (101,600) 10,0 .6 5, 0.8 7.0 19 &9 150 14,6 Lb 8.1 be2
Sz
e (13,100 10,0 31,8 1 0. 6 L. 100 la8  u W9 7.3
Pmle (58,500) 00,0 2749 N 0.9 780 &4 8.2 16,6 1,1 6.3 7.1 ok
Raco '
“” “|w) lm.O ”n‘ 50‘ ').7 7!1 A 1!9 9|i 14..8 lzok ‘us 70‘ 600
n‘. 5,“ 10).0 1905 509 |".2 607 ‘200 6’] 1506 “.6 705 13'7 908
Othest) (1,400 1000 Y26 11,9 10,0 14l 1,9 Wb Ul X.0 16,0 13,0 16,)
g
1619 (7,70) 100,0 3348 11,1 10,5 05 6 L3 10,0 4.7 3. 6.5 6,0
2-24 (40,500) 1000 33,4 8,% 11,1 1,§ 1.8 19 172 18,4 17 9.2 545
”'“ n.m 10).0 J7.L ‘01 'DOL ‘Onk lol‘ 106 dué U..b ’0-7 7.7 6.9
J549  (%,400 100,0 0.1 45 10,7 v 47 11,2 ) 15,2 Lol 448 10,2 LN
5044 (16,70 100,0 26,4 (W) 10,4 13,0 '%6 10 53 9:¢ 5.8 10, 19
¢ md over (19400 1000 9.7 (W LIV A4 L1 8.0 7.8 1§ 13,1 b kS
U
Kt victiaioed (58,000) 100 2 5.1 0.8 8.4 d) 4 139 11,6 09 7.8 6,7
Metintong (4),%0 100,0 ), 5.7 0.7 §ad 1§ 57 16 14,0 kol 8.4 5.4

OB Deta dased on question ., Detadl
fRetinete, based on sero or on st 10

4]

~y Mw to total because of rounding, Mgures
of fower smple cams, 13 statietically unrelisble,

in parentibaes Meter to popalation {n the group.
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Tabo 20 P wualy vidhed foravoin sloraomon

(Neomt tlateibetion of responsss for the population age 16 axd over) |
Tt amilable

nlatie Garecheristls N Tnedde ity ~~ Octalde ity Iboct. oqual
; AL porons (22,0 1.0 né 16,0 123 y y o
. ' "
&(wj.m X 10,0 2.4 15,3 1.8 0.1
(147, 0) e 7.2 %y - 11.0 10,1
M |
Wite (20,80) 100,0 0.7 16,0 123 10,1
“ .Om xQOO ' .’0‘ ‘07 909 ‘000‘
[ TR (W) 10,0 &4 \ 1.4 7 1.8 10,0
\p
W1 (2,30 10,0 W3 122 29 10,1
Do (47,00 R 10,0 %9 1.4 93 ' 10,2
R (51,10 v 100,0 1 162 127 0,0
¥4t (3,90 100,0 & w188 16,7 10.1
04 (31,600 1000 el 19.9 15,7 10,0
6 and over (n.h) 100.0 S 18,6 10,8 0.3
Netlalmtlon eyporionce T ¢
‘ m (x '”) xmoo‘ 01 ‘ 17-‘ 12-3 ‘00‘
Metiniaod (77,00 100,0 A 12 124 - 10,0
Wit

W8 Dita besed e uetion &, mu-mmowhm‘orm. Hgures in parentheses refer to populstion in the grovp.
‘m.wumorcnmmurwuhum.hmtmmllyumlnbh.
/ :




\ ot
t reason for usually seeking evening entertainment inside or outside the clty

N (Porcont diatribution of respouses for the populetion age 16 wd ovir)

Table 2. Most

eotplcemtpp-  J § Coreimos, Pukdyg, Crein K Pefer | Oter oes Prisnds, -
lotdom charsctoriotic Tl e, taffle  other flacs  todo  facllities sore expssive  relstives mdlth
Mwoons mtertained inaide cily
ALL parscns (138,500) 100.0 6.3 11 10,1 be§ 178 1.0 [ 6 X}
. |
Nale (”.m’ 100,0 “09 13 "001 T 17.6 1,2 506 2.3
Maale (88,00) 0.0/ 8.7 09  #10,. 60 1M 09 b8 23
Base L S )
Wit (L7,%0) 100,0 6,0 1,1 10,1 647 N9 10 5.9 2,)
Rak (7,300 00,0  6h8 19 30,0 b? 135 2 149 RS
Oher {3,600 100,0 e 10,9 10,0 he? 89 10,0 0.6 10,0
W19 (21,00 W0 . N2 0.9 10,0 8k i 11,2 bl 3.1
-2 (17,%0 100,0 6,3 0.4 7 10,0 949 16 10,9 A8 1.4
‘ﬁ %30 100,0 8,0 W 10,1 9 a2 10 8,2 2.5
. n.m m.o “09 ‘017 ‘0.1 307 21.3 ‘100 506 2.7
044 (24,200 100,0 #.0 1 0d 20 18,4 10,9 b 36
& ot over (15,400) 1100,0 6545 34 10,2 .3 K 1.9 12,2 -3
Totiatastion axparience ¢
ot victiaised (1,300) 1000 6.2 2 0. 5.7 174 0,9 6,7 46
Motiaiand (71,20) o 6.8 Woota s 1l 53 19
Nesme entorteined ovteide city " )
Al Jrscns (”!”) 100,0 a.‘ 10.& ' Q'Pos 309 3200 8 u.‘ ‘01
™ N\ . .
Male (15,500) 100,0 0.7 12,1 2) M R2 S I .{27 38
N‘ (l’.@) 100,0 ”07 900 2.0 109 ‘\\31.9""' ,l2 ! ) . " ‘“'
oo ) :
Wt (&,00) 0,0 5.8 10,5 2, 38 N9 2.8 Wb bl
Rask m{ 100,0 12,3 10,0 10,0 116 12,) 7.8 9,0 10,0
Over {500 100,0 102 13,2 00 100 %) 10,0 19,0 12,8
W19 (3,300 100,0 0.8 tc.o\ 13,9 18,1 U2 3.1 .9 " g
-2 (3,60 100,0 2,0 6,0 e b 2.3 3.7 14,1 12,9
3% (8,30 0.0 N u.s 10,6 % 2.0 ‘31,9 15,2 3.9
%4 (6,30 100,0 Il 10,9 19 2,9 K 41,9 8,0 14
-4 (7,50) § 100,0 .4 8.3 12,6 12,8 %.1 13,0 10,0 71
o ot oor (4,10) 100,0 32.4 12,4 11,7 0.8 2,1 0,9 2,3 12,4
m m. / > .
ot vistiaisnd (21,700) 100,0 32,2 11,3 2,0 3 2.0 19 WS . b
Petlatant (13,800) o B4 1% ZEE VRS S ol g 3
[~

OB Dote based on uestion bo, Dotadl nay nct dd te total becouse of rounting, Pgures in perenthesss refer L0 popiletion in the growp,
W.Mamwumwufﬂmuu.ummmymm.
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S Table'31. Opinion sbdut local police performance
| | (Pwredgh ddotriution of respnsds tor the population age 16 wd over) i '

§* . b -
Mpulotion ¢ ot (lood hveroge Poor o n't know Kot vadighle
L e (290,70) 100,0 ek 3. 51 ok 0,2
-

Mo (129,70) 100,0 5,3 Ml 6,2 hed !8.2

Pomale (W.W) 100,0 $4e3 * 3549 W hob 8

- {

H“ MJN) 100,0 ' 5‘0? 3600 LI '003 0

Rack (12,40 . 1000 8 Bl 0.4 58 0.8 .

Qe {5,00) 100,0 W W9 %1 8 00

ip p

ﬁ 'm W.O wol ‘ MIB 9.3 }l“ 10.5 I

§ 100.0 W i8) 18 540 10,)

83 (38,X0 100,0 &) M0 5ol bl 10,)
9 {igk0 00 o b T I w0

”,m 100.0 6303 8.8 \ hob Jo’l i 10,2
M“." (52,@) 10040 66.5 | 48 4 6l 10,1
Naetiaisatin experionce

ot vistixised (172 m) 100,0 M3 34 A Sol 002
etiiae (117,00) 00 b . W02 15 3 Y
— . _

011 (Outa based on quertion Loa, Detall ey not add to total because of rounding, Pgures in parentheses refer o populstiodhdn the growp.
! , baoed 00 or0 or on abaxt 10 or fwver sample coses, 1 slatistically woreliable, ‘




Table 52, Opinion about local police performance

g (Percont, istribution of responses for the popletim o 16 wd over)
Poplotin charsetoristic ot Good hnarage Foor Don't, ko fot iyadlable

i e
3 “'l, 13.@ mlo u.‘ Uuo 90‘ ’ 3!‘ ‘o.s
03 (4,70 100,0 w2 Y 9.1 b0 10,1
33 (B0 10,0 i 407 b6 YR 10,2
¥49 (1,60) {1000 8.5 38,6 b8 b 10,2
S04 (24,000 \ 100,0 &7 Ak | S S 101
6 wd over (18,900) 10,0 88 29 0 5l 10,2
Pentle . '
119 (15,60 b 1.0 02 Wl %0 33 10,4
02 (2,0 100,0 bl T b 51 10,4
&% HM 10,0 s Wk bl bt .10
¥4 (9,50 y 10,0 56,6 35 5,0 2, 10,1
04 (31,20) 100,0 8.1 ) 38 9 10,)
6wt o (3),00) 100,0 i a4 22 67 10,1
e w0 | o
Wt {
119 (26,700 100,0 VR Iy 10 3l 10,5
M ”'m ' 100,0 ‘,,uoa “02 X 50 , 30,2
m u.m 10030 ”.1 3‘.05 B.O 30’0 ‘0.1
£2,%0 100,0 0.8 4,7 Wl 33 10,2
'z“ oner (Sl,lm) 100,0 “l’ 2’“9 , 2.5 600 10,1
<119 (1,600 100,0 12,0 U K V6,2 %,0
W2 (2,40 100,0 a.b T b 12,9 1,
A% (2,50 100,0 2. &) 15,) 14,) \ 300
349 (2,90 100,0 V(] M3 1M1 15,6 1,1
M l'm m.o ‘907 23.9 ‘ 12.7 ‘6.9 ‘1.8
& wd over (¥0) 10,0 0.6 18,0 12 10,2 00

. .
DT Date besed on question 1, Detail may oot dd to total beceuss of rounding, Plgures in perentheses refur to population in the grop.
Wirtimte, tased myor on about 10 or fower sample cases, 1n statistically ureliable,
\
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Table 33. Opinion about local police performance |
¥ ) i
Y
(Pereont, datribotdon of Msponsss for the populetdon afe 16 wd omer) E
Popslotion chaaetariatic fotal Good Irerage Por . Don't loww mfnmu
u' ﬂ.“" [}
it
Kale
1619 (12,10 100,0 u..; W T 3 *130,6
DU (N0 10,0 i il 80 b 110,
8% (2,00 10,0 TR 08 L b3 g1 ¥
X 9 19.7“’ 100,0 ’605 We$ 39 50 : 3 (R2
2,10 100.0 R4 by W 2,8 14
% ud o (14500 1000 Bl 2 W 5,2 142
Pasale ,
19 (L0 10040 ) 94 b1 30 10,5
04 (26,100 100.0 Wb M) 58 ¥ 10,3
-3 (26,50 100,0 50,3 0.5 b b 10,4
%49 (21,00 00,0 8.6 Yok Wi 19 10,0
504, (29,00 1000 . 8o 4,1 3 3 10,)
4 wd oer (32,800) 100.0 b 8.5 S R 10,4
w .
m .
1619 m; 100,0 Wl 1348 W57 450 10,0
100,0 , Y 13,0 3ok 18,) 10,0
.u 1,600) 1000 55 LY. 24 16,9 10,0
549 (1,00) 100,0 84S 52,1 19,7 12,8 10,0
0-& (&0) 100,0 0,8 2,2 18,7 0,0 i)
b 1ol ome (400) 10,0 0.0 "8 e o, b0.0 | 40,0
Pepale ' '"
16-19 (y0) 100,0 0,2 13,5 Wil Y A T X
2% (1,60 100,0 Bl 55,5 19,3 10,0 IR ¥
83 (1,300 1000 1,1 65,2 18,2 45,5 e
449 - (1,800 100,0 8.1 ok H5,1 ' i
508 (1,100 100,0 32 W7 M55, 19 Vo 00

5 wd over (50 00,0 14§ 126, 40,0 1188 £100
O Dite based on question 1ia, Detall eay not odd to total deceuse of rounding, Figures in parentheses rerer to population in the gni
Viatiaste, based on saro or on about 10 or fever staple cages, is statistically unrelisble. |
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Tablo 34, Whether o potocel oleg paroancy
A S Inprovonen
(Mertot, Asribution of regpyey for U0 PRLttioy gy 16 wf 070 .
Poulation charactaristic Tl n % kt o
]
ALL persons (277,200) wo B 14
hm' (12,10) 10,0 fy 155 1
e (353,10) G owa g ¥
Mo
it (20,00) mo 2y 1
| : mek (i10) wo %5 b
L, Other ‘!m) ’ Q’W'O %'s U" ‘000‘
| J Igy
| 1619 (20,60 mo B gy 1
l 2 (W00 mwmo W owg i
| w4 mo % w2 Ly
| g—_ﬁ o) 10,0 %2 b Ly
| . W.O ' 19‘ [] )
* b o e (i,70) mo b %y 1.§
Petiudaation experionce N
! Kt victieisnd (163,600) T S R T
Yictitsd (113,00 mo % 20
—_ )
OB: Dot buosd on quastiom 1ib, Detat] agy ot 094 40 90l bacygq ofsroundin, M‘.
/ in parerihooss refor 40 population {; 4y grod
. > Watinate, based on mro MpLa caney, 3y poopitically wreligyy, '

Tl 3. Ntogrn ey BOog o O D g
(ot e of gy 0 PRI e g )

y B

prow  Nale o Pl e Map g BB my a3
ot o woamrs - ()0) (hu30) (M50) (W) (100) (o) (590) () () (26 (a’?;ég) (mrm, 'ﬁm}‘ iy
" P
»l 00 MmO W0 W0 W00 gy WM lgg e 00 W~—"" wo
. I 1
Nestegal rescirons 8,2
ot nooRrb N Lone o Wb ap oy 31‘ Oy ki 24
e oA TR W owa Mowe o B 0 0
) It MW WM My Mo g oo w
Opariona] proctions ' '
i Wi \)-' R Wb B gy W gy po M N i NRTY
Pocus of sore Lnportant » s 3l
m' we. 6.’ 706 ,0’ 606 -602 13'9 u" 9-1 605 w“ ‘ 2 505 7-1
’ Ower rogioams, e, 10 82 BI Wb M2 g W8 L g YR R Y
| howed it il 131410 W ey W g g b
Yore osrtaln ' 1),
“?t;.. 2w A BN gy A 3).3‘ a9 W au oo, 2 2l
. L) 21.
Commarlty relations .
| ma w88 R g, B 2y gy i§° g Bl a1
Gurtegy, it tc, 163 M8 UL Mk N gy DS Ay g AT I T B 94
Don't dlacrininate 1|9 1.9 109 ld mla ’7.0 hz lll 7 J l:k ‘600 l.l. 2'5
Other UJ 319 107 .l‘ ‘0‘ ls.'{ 6'6 7-’ 707 ' 3.6 ] 000 8 6

S .

! " 5'9 N 19
T Doty based oo question Libe Detedl may oot add Lo total becaude of rouding, m,mpm.,,mmwmmhm%

Vistiarto, based on 30 or 0 0008 10 o fower serple came, 19 RabLstloally ypy) .
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Tablo 36. Most lmbomm muun br lllpmlng
- local police performance

(Percent distridution of re s for the population qolbuuw)
) Personmel Operaticmel Cc-Intty
Total

.I’ow.ltuau' charscteristic resources practices relations Other
Sex ard age
" Male - J :
16—19 7,“) moo 2103 “OA 26|7 507
M u.m lw.O . 2302 } 38-9 819 9.0
25—% lﬁ,m W.O 27-8 ' ”o‘ m.o? 90
35“9 12,“ lw.O 3601 o 39-0 * 17.2 7.7
s0-&4 (13,600 100,0 2.6, - .36, 9.6 11.7
65 and over (8.3(!)) 100,0 47.2 By . 7.1 Te2 8.4
Female \ , : 7
16-19 (8,600) 100.0 179 < 510 3.7 73 .
M u'm 1@.0 190& w.z 25 07 ) 6.7/ '
25-34, (16,100 10040 25,9 bb.1 21,9 6.0
w49 (13,500 ‘ 100,0 40.2 33.6 1.8 11.4
s0-& (15,300 100,0 45.1 39.2 9.6 6.0
T 65 and over (11,800) 100.0 50.3 35.4 542 9.1
Race mnd age \
White
16-19 (14,600 100.0 2.3 5047 22,6 6.4
2024 Zb.ﬁ 100,0 2.8 43.9 26.4
25-34. : 100,0 28,1 41.8 2,3 ...
I5-49 _' . 100.0 39.1 36.3 14,1
5064 100.0 ,lae5 38.0 85
& ad om 19,900) 100,0 A A 35.8 , 5.9
Hlack : ’ s
16-19 1,200 100.0 - 130,8 28.3 51.7 19,2
20-2, (1,50 , 100,0 18.9 38.4 45.9 2 4.8
25-34 (1,800 4000 M3l . 43.0 40,2 . Y3
3549 (1,700 100,90 C 293 2643 Lhe3 10.0
50-&, (700) 100,0 = }31,0 321,1 47.9 10,0
45 and over (300) 100,0 - W16,0 360.0 112,0 112.0

MOTE: Data based on question 14b. Detail mey not add to Mauu of rounding. Pigures
in parentheses refer to population in the group.
APatimate. based on zero or on about 10 or fewer sample ofses, is statistically unreliable.
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5,2

16-19 (8,000) 100,0 18.9 51,8 . 2149
20-254 (13,200 100,0 19,7 8.8 . 2yeb
25-34 (14,900 100,0 26.7 hisob 2.8
ﬁ nlm . m-o u.’ ' 32 ' nol
14,700 100.0 LS.8 ». 8.4
&5 ed oves  (11,700) 100.0 50.4 "\ 35.2 502
Meck : .
Nale
:'-2 dno; 100,0 319.0 313.8 55.2 112.1
- 700 100,0 310,6 138 243.9 310.,6
2534 (1,100) 100,0 17,7 321.2 58.4 12,7
3549 (800 100,0 hh.2 31044 &5k 10.0
100.0 30.0 3.3 246.7 30,0
65 ot over (1100) 100.0 10,0 153.8 33.1 123.1
16-19 (600) 100.0 Y49 342.6 247.5 4.9
20-24 (800 100.0 7.5 41,3 &75 3.8
25-3% (700 100,0 3 80.9 310.3 3
M Y100.0 216.h &0.7 42.9 10.0
(s00) - 100.0 330.,0 1320,0 % 50,0 20,0
65 md over ('100) 100.0 133,3 368,7 10.0 20,0
NOIR: Data based on question 1ib. Detail may not add to total becsuse of rounding. Pigures
in parentheses refer to populstion im the group.
BEstimgte, besed on sero or on about 10 or fewsr semple cases. is stetistically umrelisble




" Survey instrument

Form NCS 6. the attitude survey instrument,

‘coaﬁmtwohumrmofquemom The first of

these, covering items 1 through 7, was used t0
elicit data from a knowledgeable adult member of

each houschold (i.e., the househoid respondent).
Queuiomsw 16 were asked directly of

; o}d member age 16 and over,' includ-
respondent. Unlike the proce-
in the victimization component of
» there was no provision for proxy res-
mesmbdnﬁb(mdividmlswhomaboent

viewed, uwelludew'hconeefmmmyexpen-
muvkmdtheunumedmm were

Mwiﬁnmuuuﬁumu. FormsNCS:l‘
" and 4, whncllwereadmmtq‘edlmmodmelydter-

NCSG.Followmgisafacﬂnnlqoﬂhehncrqua-
tionnaire; mppleunnul.formwereavnihble for
_memhmueboldswb«emontlnntheepetwm
were interyviewed. Facsimiles of Forms NCS 3
mdlhavenotbeenmcludedmtlmnpon but
étn be found in Criminal Victimization Surveys in

Mmmpohs. 1977.
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some [~ NOTICE - You report te the Coensus Bureau is contidential by taw (Titls 13, U.S,
e - : Code). It msy be seen enly by sworn Census ml.r..lln‘my“ul“”ly'w
. suatistical purposes,
V.S, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE A. Control nusber

SOCAL AnD ECONOMIC STATISTICS AD.INM"RANM
BUAL AU OF THE CENIUS

v

~ . 1 1 ] ]
NATIONAL CRIME SURVEY , FU i Senal Pael [ Seqmen
CENTRAL CITIES SAMPLE ] ' ' i
4 ‘ i i :
. : : s )
ATTITUDE QUESTIONNAIRE
8. Name of household head . u.ny“yulnnln’ Any olher.reesen? (amrk all thet apply)
{77 Location'~ cleser to job, family, friends, school, shoppipg, etc., here
2 o property - size, qual
€. Reason for noniierview . E"m pace, o,
'L""’E‘;‘ allTeers sCiTveec 3] wanted better housing, own home
" Race of Mot : . o[ tamed chesper housing )
@' T 5[] Mo choice — evicies, g otc.
2 I""!" ) sl ]gn-..t‘« lavm. -m.unu marita) status, wonted
z o frve alone, etc
3. 10t )Mom-vlnln
TyPE 2 ~ . [j] Crime in old neighborhood, sfraid
Intorview net obtsined for — 9 (] Ot tine neigh fatics —
Line number B problems with neighbors, stc.
Q 10"} Other — Specity
m 11 more then one reason)
5 B. Which ressen would you 53y was the mest iapertani?

— ___ Enler item mumber
Sa. Is there mything you don't libe sbout this neighborhood?

- 3 o[ we-sxw o
CENSUS USE ONLY @ [.lm Tty Aaytiag otsa? (ke art met agpiy

S RIB8EE

N L@, ]@ ]@ @ 1) Trattic, packing
. 2{_] Environmentsl problems ~ trash, noise, overcrewding, #c.
i HOUSEHOLD ATTITUDE QUESTIONS » 3L 1Crime or tewr of crlne
. Ask onlyhousshold respondent ‘E! Public Fansportation probiem «
[ o schools, facilities, otc.
Beios we ge s e o potion of I survey.  wokd e s 31 . €71 Bad stemant s tn
you 3 lew questions relaled o subjects which seom Io be of some =
o concern 1o peeple. Thum-lyu-inyum-ht ghbors, of
you fuel, you attitufes and eplaiens. .
, 1. How long have you lived ot this address? > {1t move than one anewer)
@ t TLess than | year l.m:im-llmmnh-ﬂuku?
2] 1-2yeas ASK 28 . @
3,1 3-S yeurs ——————_ Enter item number
4 7 Nore than S years™~ BRIP 10 34 n.ooy-um-unumhm-um
o[ . Yes — sXMP to 7a
3. Wiy 4id you select this particular neighborkood? Aay other reason? ; t- No - Why sel? MMM?{.I.I"""“IY}
{Morh 81/ thet apety} 1[T] M0 stores in neighborhood, ofhers more convenient
@ v :-mm c::utbmlcu ~ type of neighbors, environment, (:) ,_,2::: :"u""l"ﬂ'm ) e, pratess (better] |
1._:°°°°""°°" s | High prices, commissary or PX cheaper
3 'Sale trom crime ur >an'l)l of chima
4 Only place housing could be found, lack of choce } Other - Speciry
s Prica was nght b m "
8 Location - close 10 1ob, famly, friends, 5chool, Shopoing, e1C. e than ong reason .
7 Mouse ( } O propetly - Site, Quahity, .'nk. ““'.lﬂh“'l“
yaed $pace, oic. @ Enter item pumber
& Abways lived 1o i neghborhood ‘ Ta. When you shep for things olber Buan 1004, Sach a3 Clolting and general
»  Ower - Specity merchandise, o you ALLVnhMu-lmm
m o1 do you shep "“downtown?**
11 more inan one reason; @  Surburben or nerghdorhood
b. Which reason wewid you 12y was the mest inporiant? ,—-;Mm
@ e Enmer ttem rumber o b Whyis Bat? Any other re2son? (asess ot et acply)
T2, Weare 6id you lFve befers you meved hore? ;L-]' o Sorhig sttt
L BAGOOr Lat ion
@ '+ Oundeus. ~ ;|iP to & 3.7 ] More comvenient

2 Ingide Limits of IS ity
4 ' Better selection, more stores, more chaice

] Somewhere olse v US. - Specity .
7 s T At of crime
State 6| Store howrs better
- i W~ 3 7. | Betier prices
County_ & Prefers (Dettor) stores, location, setvice, empioyees
—_ oo e ey — - - 9 Other - Specity
£
[ 8 l‘M y:u tive inside «ry, m viliage, elc.? B v -
o i i ?
Yos — Enter name it romn, e c. Which one wowld you 32y is the most inportant reason?
@ [_I[II] e Enrer 1tom number :
T T T e e IlT[RVIElER Complele interview with household respondent,
' ) deg g with { Attitude Questions,

(9] |
Lty

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

BIIVIDUAL ATTITUDE QUESTIONS -
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o[ ]2 @ 3 imes s yaw

@ 1) Onse » wosh &r asve

a[]l.-n--nu-- s Lossmmn2 w3 timne o
e has ente & sanlh yOU! oF mOVer
37) Abedt ence 3 mmtn

& Do you g 1o Bose places aaes or lnss sow e youdid 2 your
oy gy fann >

@ 11 Aamt mp s2me ~ P 19 Choon nam A
'E].'} Wy? Any oty masen? s ot1 Sunt aawty)

hh-tppub-ﬂh““-
5 sstagenls, Seslus, sic.? @

-

© CHECK Looh o( 112 snd b Was ben 3 o 6 mariod i oither oa?
TEN 8 [ vés ~ asx 11¢ e - ssr w0 12

llc. bt o sube you think
L e e

o e~ om0k a0 12
Yos — Wiy dan’t you? Any olher 1000087 (aisr oif that apply)
@ 1 Can't attene 1o 37 Pian to move soem
’ 20 Cant fwes omar toussng 6 [} Hasith or age
37 Retatrves, triongs Asardy r’:_‘un-s-mry’ .

(N ive B ane ewsan)
¥ Bfjhie ruses mad you 12y is e west inpertant? »

®

@ ¢. Thivk cosoen woslifiyes say is B0 most inpertant?
—— N X )

é 'D:Ehpm 7 Pomety . ‘*I.I”‘T."‘
H romens age
‘ 2T Paces 1 g soasie -D:::-.‘;-' = .JJ:".:E'..“-’ uy-:’h.’-h-'
«‘ - - Dcn--"::'"'!l ® vr;].a-nm? 4] Loss dongarens?
47 e (et 0] Waat tn, fias 19, enpapent : :""’ . ST Mech loms 4
377] Tramperotion 1 (] Outer - taciry u.,E-.-::::d&W
$ClAe — ooas b §» & mad e o g0 DURIRC. THE DAY, bt o siad
m-unn-t-p . 1 becamee of fowr of crime?
ol ime You - Which sactions)? L

1® =

@ 1171 Mnse camvameant, 15041101, 6081y 90 gut thave, enly Place svaristie
277} Pariing prediams, wafiic
31 "] Teo muth crim = other placs

871 Prater (Detier) faciintes (restawents, Dasters, oic.)
o[ e enpaosive 1 00w wee

177! Bocoute of Niends, relatives

o7 Omer - Spowiry e

——

(1 sve Man ang masen)
1. Which muses weuld pou soy is Bhe et inperteat?
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Appondix I8

Technical lMormatlon
and reliablility of the estimates

2 \
Survey results contained in this pubfication are

based on data gathered during ecarly from
persong residing within the city limits of Minnea-
polis, including those living in cerlain types -of
group quarters, such as dormitories, rooming
houses, and religious group dwellings. Nonresi-
dents of the city, ipcluding tourists and commut-
ers, did not fall within the scope of the survey.
Similarly. crelymembers of merchant vessels,
Armed Forces personnel living in military bar-
racks, and institutionalized persons, such as
correctional facility inmates, were not under con-
sideration. With these ¢xceptions. all persons age
16 and over living in units designated for the sam-
ple were eligible to be interviewed.

Each intervie\Ler's first contact with a unit se-
lected for the survey was in person, and. if it
were not possible to secure interviews with all eli-
“" gible members of the houschold during the initial
visit, interviews by telephone were permissible
thereafter. Proxy responses were not permitted
for the attitude syrvey. Survey records were pro-
cessed and woighted. yielding results represent
tive both of city’s populatios:-as a whole a:?
of various deYors within the population. Because
they are based on a sample survey rather than a
complete enumeration, the results are estimates.

Sample design and size

Estimates from the survey are based on data
obtained from a stratified sample. The basic frame
from which the attitude sample was drawn—the
city’s complete housing inventory. as determined
by the 1970 Census of Population’ and Housing—

was the saw the victimization survey. )
A determinatio ade that a sample roughly

- half the size of the victimization sample would
yield enough attitudinal data on which to hiise re-
liabje estimates. For the purpose of selecting the
victimization sample, the city’s housirtg units
were distributed among 105 strata on the basis of
various charactenistics.  Occupied  units,
comprised the majority. were grouped into 100
strata defined by a combination & the following
characteristics: type of tenure (owned or rented):
number of housechold members (Bve categories);,
household income (five categories). and race of

which |

head of household (white or other than white).
Housisg units vacant at the time of the Census
were assigned to an additional fouriisirata, Where
they were distributed on the basis of tal ot
property value. A single stratum incorpOrated
group quarters.

To account for units built after the 1970 Cen-
sus. a sample was drawn, by means of an inde-
pendent clerical .operation, of permits issued fér
the construction of residential housing within the
city. Fhis enabled the proper representation in the
survey of persons occupying housing built after
1970.

In order to develop the half sample required for
the attitude survey. each unit was randomly as-
signed to 1 of 12 panels, with units in the first 6
panels being designated for the attitude survey.
This procedure resulted in the selection of 5,940
housing units. During the survey period. 753 of these
units were found to be vacant, demolished. convert-
ed to nonresidential use, temporarily occupied by
nonresidents, or otherwise ineligible for both the
victimization and atmudc surveys. At an additional
222 units visited by interviewers it was impossible to
conduct interviews because the occupants could
not be reached after repeated calls, did not wish to
partncnp.ntc in the survey, or were unavailable fos
other reasons. Therefore. interviews were taken
with the occupants of 4,965 housing units, and-the
rate of pasticipation among units qualified for in-
terviewing was 957 percent. Part ting units
were occupied by a total of 9,151 persons age 16
and over, or an average of 1.84 residents of the
relevant ages per unit. Interviews were conducted
with 8. 794 of these persons, resulting in a response
rate of 96 | percent among eligible residents.

Esﬂmltlon procedure

Data records generated by the attitude survey
were assigned either of two set. of final tabulation
weights, one for the records of individual respon-
dents and another for those of household respon-
dents. In each case, the final weight was the prod-
uct of two clements—a factor of roughly twice
the weight used in tabulating victimization data .
estimates and a ratio estimation factor. The fol-
lowing steps determined the tabulation weight for
personal victimization data and were. therefore,
an integral part of the estimation procedure for
attitude data gathered from individusd respon-
dents: (1) a basic weight, reflecting the selected
unit’s probability of being,included in the samQ:
(2) a factor to compensate for the subsampli f
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units, a situation that arose in instances where the™~ mates derived from different samples may vary

interviewer discovered many more units at -the
sample address than had been listed in the de-

cennial Census: (3) a within-household noninter- -

view adjustment to account for situations where
al least one but not all eligible persons in a house-
hold were interviewed; (4) a household noninter-
view adjustment to account for households quali-
fed to participate in the survey but from which an
interview was not obtamed: (5) a household ratio
estimate tor for bringing estimates developed

from the sample of 1970 housing units into adjust- -

ment with the complete Census count of such un-
its; and (6) a population ratio estimate factor that
brought the sample estimate into accord with post-
Census estimates of the population age 12 and
over and adjusted the data for possible biases

resulting from undercoverage or overcoverage of

the population.
The household ratio estimation procedurc (step
5) achieved a slight reduction in the extent of
sampling variabilily thereby reducing the margin
" of error in the tabulated survey resuits. It aiso
compensaled for the exclusion from each stratum
of any houscholds aiready included in samples for
certain other Census Byreau programs. The
houschold ratio estimator wis not applied to inter-
view records gathered fPfom residents of group
quarters or ‘of units constructed after the Census.
For housc victimization ‘data (and attitude
data from houschold responfnts), the final
weight incorporated all of the steps described
above except the third and sixth.
» The ratio estimation factor, second ¢lement of
the final weight, was an adjustment for bringing
data from the attitude sorvey (which, as indicat-
ed, was based on a half sample) into accord with
data from the victimization survey (bas¢d on the
whole sample). This adjustment, required because
the attitude sample was randomly &oOnstructed
from the victimization sample, was gsed for the
age, sex, and race characteristics of respondents.

Reliabliity of estirpates

As previously rillted, survey Aesults contained
in this report are estimates. Despite the precau-
tions taken ® minimize sampling variability. the
estimates are subject to errors arising from the
fict that“the samplc employed was only one of a
large number of possible samples of equal size
that could have been used applying the same
sampie design and selection procedures. Esti-

somewhat; they also may differ from figures de-
veloped from the average of all possible samples, .
even if the surveys were administered with the
same schedules. instructions, and interviewers.
The standard error of a survey estimate is a
measurg, of the variation among estimates from all
possible samples and is. therefore. a gauge of the
precision with which the estimate from a particu-
lar sample approximates the average result of all
possible samples. The estimate and its associated
standard error may be used to construct a confi-
dence interval, that is. an interval having a pre-
scribed probability that it would include the aver-
age result of all possible samples. The average
value of all possible amples may or may not be
contained in any patticular computed interval.
However, the chances are about 68 out of 100
that a survey-derived estimate would differ from
the average result of all possible samples by less
than one standard error. Similarly, the chances
are about 90 out of 100 that the difference would
less than 1.6 times the standard error; about 95
out of 100 that the difference would be 2.0 times
the standard error; and 99 out of 100 chances that
it would be less than 2.5 times the standard error.
The 68 percent confidence interval is defined as
the range of values given by the estimate minus
the standard error and the estimate plus the stand-

-ard error; the chances are 68 in 100 that the aver-

age value of all possible samples would fall within
that range. Similarly, the 95 percent confidence
mterval is defined as the estnate plus or minus
two standard errors.

In addition to sampling error. the estimates pre-
sented in this report are subject tonongampling
error, chiefly affecting the accuracy of thé distinc-,
tion between victims and nonvictims. A major
source of nonsampling error is related to the abili-
ty of respondents to recall whether or not they
were victimized during the 12 months prior to the
time of interview. Research on recall indicates
that the ability to remember a crime varies with
the time interval between victimization and inter-
view, the type of crime. and. perhaps, the socio-
demographic  characteristics of the respondent.
Taken together. recall problems may result in an
understatement of the ““true’” number of victim-
ized persons and households. as defined for the
purpose of this report. Anaother source of non-
sampling error pertaining to victimization experi-
ence involves telescoping. or bringing within the
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appropriate 12-month refesence period victimiza-
tions that occurred before or after the close of the

Although the proplems of recall and telescoping
probably weak the differentiation between

victims and nomvictims, these would not have
affected the data on personal attitudes or behav-
ior.. Nevertheless, such data may have been af-
fected by nonsampling errors resulting from in-
compiete or erroneous respenses, systematic mis-
takes introduced by interviewers, and in;propcr
coding and processing of data. Many of these er-
rors also would occur in a complete census. Qual-
ity control measures, such as interviewer observa-
tion and a reinterview program, as well as edit
procedures in the field and at the clerical and
compfter processing stages. were utilized to keep
such errors at an acceptably low level. As gcalcu-
lated for this survey, the standard errors 1ally
measure only those random nonsampling errors

arising from response and interviewer errors; they .

do not, howevg. take into account any systemat-
ic biases in the data. J

Regarding the reliability of data, it should be
noted that gglimates based on zero or on about 10
or fewer sample cases have been considered unre-
kable. Such estimates are identified in footnotes
to the data tables and were not used for purposes
of analysis in this report. For Minneapolis. a mini-
mum weighted estimate of 300 was considered
statistically reliable, as was any pcrcemage based
on such a figure.

Computation and application '
. of the standard error

For survey estimates relevant to either thc indi-
vidual or household respondents, standard errors
displayed on tables at the end of this appendix
can be uged for gauging sampling variability.
These errors are approximations and suggest an
order of magnitude of the standard error rather
than the precise error associated with any given
estimate. Table #contains standard error approxi-
tmations applicable to information from individual
respondents and Table 11 gives errors for data de-
rived from houschold respondents. For percen-
tages not specifically listed in the tables, linear
interpolation must be used to approxumale the
standard error.

To illustrate the application of standard errors
in measuring sampling variability, Data Table | in
this report-ahows that 72.5 percent of all Minnca-

_residents. 16 and over (290,700 persons)

%
believed crime in the Upited States had increased.
Two-way linear interpolation of data listed in Ta-
ble 1 would yield a standard error of about 0.5
percent. Consaqucntly. chances are 68 out of 100
that the estimated percentage of 72.5 would be
within 0.5 percentage points of the average result
from all possible samples: i.c., the 68 percent
confidence interval associated with the estimate
would be from 72.0 10 73.0. Furthermore, the
chances are 95 out of 100 that the estimated pet-
centage would be roughly within 1.0 percentage
point of the average for all samples; i.c.. the 95
percent confidence interval would about 71.5
to 73.5 percent. Standard errors iated with
data from housechold respondents are calculated in
the same manner, using Table 11.

In comparing two sample estimates, the stand-
ard error of the difference between the two figures
is approximately equal to the square root of the
sum of the squares of the standard errors of each
e:stimate considered separately. As an example,
Data Table 12 shows that 41.0 percent of males
and 13.1 percent of*females felt very safe when
out alone in the neighborhood at night, a differ-
ence of 27.9 pescentage points. The standard er-
ror for each estimate, determined by interpola-
tion. was aboul 0.9 (males) and 0.6 (females).
Using the formula described previously, the
standard error of the difference between 41.0 and
13.1 percent is expressed as ./(09) + (0.6)2,
which equals approximately 1.0. Thus, the confid-
ence interval at one standard error around the
difference of 27.9 would be from 269 1o 28.9
(27.9 plus or minus 1.0) and at two standard er-
rors from 25.9 to 29.9. The ratio of a difference to
its standard error defines a value that can be equat-
ed to a level of significance. For example, a ratio
of about 2.0 (or more) denotes that the difference
is significant at the 95 percent confidence level (or
higher); a ratio ranging between about 1.6 and 2.0
indicates that the difference is significant at a
confidence level between 90 and 95 percent: and a
ratio of less than about 1.6 defines a level of con-
fidence below 90 percent. In the above example,
the ratio of the difference (27.9) to the standard

* error (1.0) is equalpto 27.9, a figure well above the

2.0 minimum level of confidence applied in this
report. Thus, st was concluded that the difference
between the two proportions was statistically sig-
nificant. For data gathered from household res-
pondents, thg significance of differences between
two sample estimates is testeddy the same proce-
dure, using standard erroes in Table 1.
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‘Table |, Individual respondent data: Standard eror approximations for estimated porcemages

Pose of pereant 10or 9.0 3 ' 80150 00
0 - 61 9.6 13,5 118.5 %48 049
0 39 6. 8.5 by 169 195
50 . AT b 6.0 8 12.0 13.8
1,000 19 31 be 59 y 8.5 9.8
2,50 1.2 19 21 31 5.l 6.2
5,000 i 0.9 L 19 2b 3.8 bk
10,000 0.6 10, 13 19 21 3
500 0k 0 0.9 O S & 2.0
50,000 0.3 0 0.6 0.8 12 1k
100,000 02 0.3 0k 0 0.8 1.0
Zan 01 ‘ 0.2 003 v 0!16 : , 0.5 0.6
soo.g 0l ‘ 0.1 0.2 03 T 0k
1,000, (SR 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3.
M The standard errers in this table are applicable 0 informstion in Data Tables 118 and 20-37. , - ‘
ko L
Table . Househoi mpondont data: Standard error approximations for ewted percentageg. !
&' (68 chusc et of 10) - A "-:;‘,;A.
gtiaated percert of anmera bY bo paeme e, N
Bage of percent 1.0 or 9.0 2.50r 9.5 5,0 or 95,0 1000r900 4 25000750 500
100 57 9.0 12,5 112,
20 36 51 (. 10,'
50 26 40 5.6
. 1,00 1.8 2.8 b
2,50 1] 1.8 125 3&, '
5,000 0.8 13 1.8 o
10,000 0.6 0.9 /13 L
25,000 0 0.6 X 1]
;50,00 03 0k 0 08
100,00 0.2 0.3 0l 0.5
20,00 0.1 02 0.3 03

[ "
KT8 e standard errors {n this table are applicable to information in Dats Tubles 19-26.
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Glossary

Age—The appropriate age category is deter-
d by each respondent’s age as of the last day
ofstMg month preceding the interview.

nual family income—Includes the income
of the household head and all other Telated per-
ns residing in the same houschold unit. Cowvers
whe) 12 months preceding the interview and in-
s wages, salaries, net income from business
farm, pensions, interest, dividends. rent, and
any other form of monetary income. The income
_persons unrclaled to lbe head of household is
yuded.
ul!—An unk?wfubphysocal attack, whethes
. mggravated or simpie, upon, a. pcrson Ineludes
"‘allemp«cd assault with or wnlhout a we‘apon Ex-
Lludq's rape and al Icmplad rape. ‘well ast attacks
.mvplwng theft or allempled lhc
slﬁgd as ruhﬁcry

N

ful or forcible entry of a.

Burgiary — il gi-
dengé, ysually.” byt not necessarily, -attenddff by
lhefL Includes attempted forcible entry.

Contrpl- city—- l‘ﬁe‘ largest city of N standard °

mélmeo'man statistical area {SMSA).

-Community relationswRefers 1o ques -14b
(_wuys of lm roving police per ance) find ing
“cludes twa fesponse categorie ‘ e cour-

/ dous, wmprové attitude,. o

“and " Don't discriminaie. e
A Downtomfshoppmg area—The central .shop-
ping «district of the cit
lives.- Y B .
Evdﬁlng v‘l\lﬂlglnmnt—-Rcfsm fo entertain-
meni .nv.nlab N public places,”stich as, restau-
rants, “théatfes? bgwiimg alleys, np{blduh& bars,

e oveam | Y. etc. Excludes Tlub meetings,
shopping. anc ial visits 8 the hones of rcla-_

tives OF.4c uam n¢es. TT
' ‘“Gononl merchandise shopping—Refers (o
shoplpmg for goodwmhel’ lhan food, _such as clo—
‘thing, furnituge. housewares, elc &

. Head of
es, only one intlividual per hous
heéad” person. In husband wife
. hugband™ arbllr,arlly is considered ldn
In other houvhqldS. the head person’s

the
hegd.

schalds,

rson is the chief breadwinner. "
. Household—Consists of the occupanls of sepa.
rate living quarters meeting either of lfpe followmg

criteria: (1) Persons. whether prescnl or lemp(war- ',r'

! . (or o 4
; - .

w‘hnch are clas--:

whcrc the respondcnl,

ehpid—For cla.ssnﬁcauon purpos--
Kold £an be the .

5 indivi-~
\‘::al w regarded by its members: gcncrally that

. llz

i
ily absent, whose usual place of residence is the
housing unit in question, or (2) Persons staying in
the housing unit who have no usual place of resi-
- dence elsewhere.. .

Househoid attituder questions—Iliems |
through 7 of Form NCQ 6. For households that
“ consist of more than one member, the questions
' apply to:the entire household.

Household larceny—Theft or attempted thefi
of property or cash fsom a residence or its imme-
diate vicinity. Forcible entry, attempted forcible
entry, or unlawful entry gle not involved.

' Househoid respo t—A  knowledgeable
adult member of the household, most frequcnlly
the head of household or that person’s spouse.
For each household, such a person answers the

“*household attitude questions."’

Individual attitude questions—ltems 8§
through 16 of Form NCS 6. The questions apply
to each person, not the entire household.

Individual respondent—Each person age 16
and “over, including the household respondent,
who participates in the survey. All such persons
answer the *‘individual attitude questions.”
/L0cal police—The police force in the city

%. where the rcspondcnl lives at the time of the in-

leV
jor food shopping—Refers to shopping for
ﬂwﬂml(k of the household’s groceries.
Moasurqd crimes—For the purpose of this
report, the offenses are r.l?a personal robbery,

J# assault, Personal larceny, bdrglary, household lar-

_ ceny, and motor vehicle theft, as determined by

--bccurred during the

" trucks,,

4he victimization component of the survey.

in-
chedes both completed and altempted acts that
'monlhs prior to the month
of interview. .
:Motor veMicle theft—Siecaling or unauthorized
taking of 3 motor vehicle, including attempts at
such ‘acts. * Motor vehicles include automobiles,
motorcycles, and any other motorized

“ vehicles legally allowed on public roads and high-

S.

ighborhood—The general vicinity of the
spondent’s dwelling. The boundaries of a neigh-
hood define an area with which the respondent

' ldcnu

. Nonvlcﬂm—&e “*Not victimized,”” below.

Not victimized—For the purpose of this report,
persons not categorized as '‘victimized'’ (see be-
* low) are.considered “‘not victimized.”” .

. Oftender—The perpet¥ator of a crime.
_Operational practices —Refers 1o question 14b

‘ : 51




(wiys of lmprovm police "performance) and in-_
. cludes four response categories.: ‘‘Concentrate on

more important duties, serious crime, etc.”’; “*Be
more prompt, responsive,
traffic control’’; and ‘*‘Need more policemen of
particular type (foot, car) in certain areas or at
certain times.”’

Personal larceny—Theft or attempted theft of
property or cash, either with contact (but without
force or threat of force) or without direct contact
between victim and offender. .

Personnel resources—Refers (o question 14b
(ways of improving police performance) and in-
cludes two response categories: ‘‘Hire more pol-
icemen”™ and ‘‘Improve training, raise qualifica-
tions or pay, recruitment policies.’’ ~

Race—Determi by the interviewer upon
observation, .25::& only about persons \got
related to the of household who were not
present at the time of interview. The- racial cate-
gories distinguished are white, black, and other.
The category ‘‘other’” consists mainly of Ameri-
can Indians and/or persons of Asian ancestry.

Rape—Carnal knowledge through the use of
force or the threat of force, including attempts.
Statutory rape (without force) is excluded. In-
cludes both heterosexual and homosexual rape.

Rate of victimization—See ‘‘Victimization
rate)’’ below. :

—Theft or attempted theft, directly
from a person, of property or cash by force or
threat of force, with or without a weapon.

Series victimizations—Three or more criminal
cvents similar, if not identical, in nature and in-
curred by a person unable to identify separately

* the details of cach act, or, in some cases, (o re- -

count accumely"ﬁne. total number of such acts.

. The term is applicable to each of the crimes mea-
"sured by the victimization component of the sur-

vey.

Subuwrban or neighborhood shopping
areas—Shopping centers or districts either out-
side the city limits or in m“_lying areas of the city
near the respondent’s residence.

Victim-—See ‘‘Victimized,'' below.

Victimization—A specific criminal act as it
affects a single victim, whether a person or house-
hold. In criminal acts against persons, the number
of victimizations is determined by the number of
victims of such acts. Each criminal act against a
household is assumed to involve a single viclim,
the affected houschoid. .

"»

**. “Need more .

Victimization rate—For Slji against persons,
the victimization rate, a medsure of -occurrence
among population groups at risk, is computed on
the basis of the number of victimizations per
1,000 resident population age 12 and over. For
cri against houscholds, victimization rates are
calculated on the basis of the number of victimi-
zations per 1,000 houscholds.

Victimized—For the purpose of this report,
persons are regarded as ‘‘victimized'' if they meel
either of two criteria: (1) They personally experi-
enced one or more of the following criminal vic-
timizations during the 12 months prior (o the
month of interview: rape, personal robbery, as-
sault, or personal larceny. Or, (2) they are meni-
bers of a houschold that experienced one or more
of the following criminal victimizations during the
same time frame: burglary, houschold larceny, or
motor vehicle theft.
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US. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
LAW ENFORCEMENT ASSISTANCE ADMINISTRATION

USER EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE

Minneapolis: Public Attitudes About Crime
NCJ—46241, SD-NCS—C-26

Dear Reader:

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration is intsrested in your comments and suggestions
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